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BRIEFING  ON  THE  PROPOSED  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 
FINANCING  ACT  OF  1978 


WEDNESDAY,  OCTOBER   19,   1977 

House  of  Representati\t:s, 
Subcommittee  ox  Commuxicatioxs, 

COMMITl-EE    ox    IxTERSTATE    AXD    FoREIGX    COMMERCE, 

Washington^  B.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:15  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room 
2123,  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Lionel  Van  Deerlin 
(chairman)  presiding. 

Mr.  Yax  Deerlix.  Good  morning.  Today  the  subcommittee  will  hear 
from  Dr.  Sidney  Harman,  Undersecretary  of  Commerce,  and  Mr. 
Frank  Lloyd,  consultant,  Office  of  Telecommunications  Policy  of  the 
White  House.  We  will  discuss  the  administration's  proposed  legisla- 
tion on  public  broadcasting. 

As  many  of  you  know,  last  montli  the  subcommittee  had  3  days 
of  panel  discussions  on  public  telecommunications  as  part  of  our  over- 
all review  of  the  Communications  Act.  During  those  sessions  we  learned 
a  great  deal  about  the  successes,  failures,  strengths,  and  weaknesses  of 
the  past  2  years  in  public  broadcasting. 

It  is  within  this  context  the  proposed  legislation  nnist  be  considered. 
We  welcon^p  this  first  major  hiitiative  in  that  orea  of  telecommunica- 
tions by  th^-  new  administration.  It  is  clear  that  much  thought  and  ef- 
fort went  into  tiio  preparation  of  the  legislation  now  before  us.  The 
President's  message  accompanying  the  bill  is  evidence  of  the  adminis- 
tration's support  for  a  strong  and  independent  public  broadcasting 
system.  I  assure  you,  the  subcommittee  shares  tliat  objective,  and  is 
eager  to  work  with  you  toward  the  resolution  of  the  problems  that 
have  kept  pv.blic  broadcasting  from  achieving  its  full  potential. 

Let  me  add,  that  although  this  is  not  a  formal  logislative  hearing, 
the  transcript  of  this  session  vrill  be  included  in  the  record  of  the  sub- 
committee's deliberations  on  public  telecommunications. 

[The  text  of  tne  proposed  bill  and  the  President's  accompanying- 
message  follow:] 

The  White  House, 

October'    1977. 
To  the  Congress  of  ihc  United  States  : 

I  am  transmitting  to  the  Congress-,  today  proposals  to  strer^gthen  our  public 
broaa<asting  system  aiid  r.)  insulate  in  from  political  manipulafion. 

The  impact  of  televisiou  and  radJ"  on  our  lives  can  scarcely  b^^  OTcrestimated. 
Television  now  biViics  la:  i;er  than  ail  its  rivals  for  our  leisure  time,  in  the  daily 
routine  of  many  individuals,  it  consumes  more  hours  than  fnmily,  school,  church, 
or  job.  Radio  is  just  as  important;  witii  some  400  million  iw^ivers  in  American 
homes,  cnrs,  and  workplac^.-j;  radio  listenir.g  is  nearly  as  pervasive  as  the  air  that 
carries  it. 

(1) 


In  these  circumstances,  a  strong  and  varied  public  broadcast  system  has  a  cru- 
cial role  to  play.  Because  it  is  free  of  the  scramble  for  ratings,  public  broadcasting 
has  room  for  experimentation  and  risk-taking.  Public  broadcasting  is  for  all 
Americans,  It  can  meet  the  needs  of  audiences  that  number  in  the  millions  but 
are  seldom  served  anywhere  else.  That  is  why,  during  my  campaign  for  the 
Presidency,  I  pledged  my  best  efforts  to  strengthen  it. 

The  bill  I  am  submitting  with  this  message  continues  and  increases  long-term 
Federal  funding  for  public  television  and  radio.  Financial  stability  is  needed  if 
public  broadcasting  is  to  provide  better  programs  for  more  citizens  and  protect 
those  programs  from  iK)litical  pressures. 

The  bill  also  makes  statutory  changes  to  increase  cooperation,  reduce  overlap, 
and  clarify  the  missions  of  the  three  primary  national  organizations  in  the  field — 
the  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting  (CPB),  the  Public  Broadcasting  Serv- 
ice (PBS),  and  National  Public  Radio  (NPR). 

These  changes  will  also  increase  public  broadcasting's  insulation  from  inap- 
propriate political  influence.  Other  amendments  will  give  it  greater  journalistic 
independence.  I  want  to  encourage  public  broadcasters  at  all  levels  to  engage  in 
active  news  reporting  and  public  affairs  programming.  This  Administration  will 
not  try  to  stifle  controversy  on  public  television  and  radio.  No  President  should 
try  to  dictate  what  issues  public  broadcasting  should  cover  or  how  it  should  cover 
them.  And  this  legislation  will  make  such  an  attempt  more  unlikely. 

This  bill  also  proposes  amendments  that  re(iuire  public  broadcasting  to : 

Devote  more  resources  to  high-quality  national  programming. 

Set  long-range  goals  by  which  its  progress  can  be  judged. 

Plan  how  public  television  and  radio  signals  can  be  brought  within  reach  of 
all  citizens. 

Provide  greater  accountability  to  the  public. 

Stimulate  greater  participation  by  minorities  and  women. 

Without  these  statutory  changes,  not  even  a  long-term  authorization  bill 
would  insure  diverse  and  high-quality  programming. 

Public  broadcasting's  organizational  problems  and  its  need  for  better  planning 
and  greater  diversity  should  not  blind  us  to  its  accomplishments.  In  the  ten  years 
since  the  Public  Broadcasting  Act  first  provided  Federal  funds  for  programming, 
public  broadcasting  has  set  new  standards  in  children's  programs,  drama,  music, 
science,  history,  and  educational  services.  Its  coverage  of  local,  state,  and  na- 
tional hearings,  its  documentaries,  and  its  in-depth  news  analyses  have  helped 
make  government  more  understandable. 

Public  broadcasting  has  done  more  than  simply  entertain  us.  It  has  encourasred 
us  and  our  children  to  think  and  to  act.  It  has  also  pioneered  in  such  technical 
Innovations  as  captioning  for  the  deaf  and  satellite  broadcasting. 

This  bill  will  renew  Federal  funding  while  improving  the  ways  the  money  is 
spent.  The  money  will  be  used,  among  other  purposes,  to  : 

Strengthen  the  PBS  national  television  service  to  provide  a  first-rate  schedule 
of  cultural  and  public  affairs  programs. 

Support  and  exi>and  National  Public  Radio,  which  provides  a  lively  alterna- 
tive schedule  that  includes  music,  public  hearings  and  events,  news  analysis,  and 
original  radio  drama. 

Plan  the  best  use  of  the  public  broadcasting  satellite  system  and  other  new 
communications  technologies.  These  advances  make  possible  new  television  and 
radio  networks  devoted  entirely  to  adult  instruction,  children's  programming,  or 
the  special  needs  of  Hispanics,  Blacks,  women,  the  elderly,  or  other  distinct 
audiences. 

Extend  the  reach  of  public  television  and  radio  signals.  All  taxpayers  con- 
tribute to  public  broadcasting,  but  only  about  hnlf  receive  a  good  public  television 
signal,  and  fewer  than  two-thirds  can  receive  public  radio. 

Increase  public  broadcasting's  contribution  to  in-school  and  adult  instruction. 
Public  television's  most  popular  priine-time  series  have  bej'ii  widely  usrd  for 
college  extension  courses.  Lifelong  learning  should  remain  one  of  its  principal 
goals. 

Increase  employment,  training,  and  ownership  opportunities  for  minorities  and 
women. 

Support  local,  state,  and  regional  programming.  Progranuning  of  local  inter- 
est is  an  important  resource. 


Except  for  the  key  area  of  national  i)rojframming,  this  lejjislation  does  not 
mandate  specific  allocations  of  Federal  fnnds  for  each  of  these  i)iirposes.  It  is 
desirahle  to  allow  CVH  the  tlexihility  to  choose  anions  conipetinj?  priorities. 
But  the  hill  does  set  a  direction  that  allows  all  these  efforts  to  he  pursued. 

My  specific  proposals  are  as  follows  : 

ASSURE     LONG-RANOK     FUNOIXO 

Enactment  of  this  legislation  will  allow  continuation  of  the  present  system 
of  five-year  authorization  and  two-year  advance  appropriations,  which  was 
de.signed  to  assist  planning  and  enhance  insulation.  Congress  is  currently 
considering  an  appropriation  of  $152  million  for  tiscal  iUHO,  the  last  year  of  the 
current  authorization.  New  legislation  is  needed  early  next  year  for  i)uhlic 
broadcasting  to  he  included  in  next  year's  appropriations  process. 

The  funds  authorized  in  the  enclosed  hill  total  $1,041  billion.  This  includes  a 
five-year  authorization  for  CPB  at  $180  million  for  fiscal  year  1081  and  $20<) 
million  in  each  of  the  four  succeeding  years.  It  also  includes  a  separate  grant 
program  of  $30  million  annually  for  technical  facilities  in  fiscal  1070  and  1080, 
and  $1  million  for  telecommunications  demonstrations  by  HEW  in  fiscal  1070. 
These  figures  represent  reconmiended  authorization  levels.  Appropriations  re- 
quests must  come  from  the  annual  budget  review  process. 

This  bill  maintains  an  authorized  level  of  Federal  funding  at  $200  million 
after  the  second  year.  Such  leveled  funding  will  insure  that  both  we  and  the 
public  broadcasting  system  will  reexamine  appropriate  funding  levels  based  on  its 
needs  and  potential  in  1070,  after  the  new  Carnegie  Commission  on  the  Future 
of  Public  Broadcasting  delivers  its  report.  This  Commission  has  tiiken  on  the 
diflScult  job  of  looking  at  the  public  system's  creative  process  in  light  of  new 
technology.  It  is  also  examining  both  the  existing  sources  of  PYderal  and  non- 
Federal  funding  and  potential  new  ones.  The  Task  Force  that  established  the 
Commission  has  urged  us  and  Congress  to  move  forward  with  a  long-term 
authorization  and  related  structural  issues  so  that  it  can  concentrate  on  funding 
methods,  technology,  and  programming. 

Leveling  the  authorization  also  insures  that  in  two  years  we  and  Congress 
will  evaluate  the  success  of  the  organizational  and  other  changes  proposed  in 
this  bill. 

CLARIFY    FUNCTIONS    OF    NATIONAL    ENTITIES 

Since  1067,  most  Federal  funds  for  public  broadcasting  have  gone  to  the  Cor- 
poration for  Public  Broadcasting  (CPB).  CPB  is  an  independent  unit  run  by  a 
15-member  Board  appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate.  One 
of  CPB's  key  missions  is  to  distribute  Federal  funds  for  programming  in  ways 
that  shield  program  content  from  political  pressure.  Another  is  to  provide 
system-wide  leadership  in  planning,  budgeting,  resource  allocation,  research, 
evaluation,  fund-raising  from  private  sources  and  governmental  agencies,  and 
development  of  new  communications  services. 

The  public  radio  and  television  networks  are  run  by  two  other  units  that  rep- 
resent the  local  stations:  National  Public  Radio  (NPR)  and  the  Public  Broad- 
casting Service  (PBS).  The  stations  decide  wliat  programs  get  on  the  air.  There 
are  also  five  regional  television  networks  and  several  special  program  exchanges 
like  the  Latino  Consortium.  National  production  centers  exist  at  larger  sta- 
tions and  at  independent  entities  like  Children's  Television  Workshop.  All  these 
units  have  their  own  programming  staffs. 

At  present,  CPB  itself  often  chooses  which  individual  programs  or  series  to 
fund.  This : 

Reduces  CPB's  effectiveness  as  a  political  insulator. 

Reduces  its  ability  to  focus  on  long-range  planning  and  new  educational 
services. 

Duplicates  staff,  wastes  money,  and  causes  unproductive  feuds  between  CPB 
and  PBS,  NPR,  and  other  public  broadcasting  organizations. 

The  public  cannot  afford  to  pay  duplicate  organizations  to  do  the  same  job. 
The  greater  the  bureaucratic  overhead,  the  smaller  the  sums  that  can  be  used 
for  programming.  It  is  time  to  define  organizational  roles  clearly  so  that  the 
public  and  program  producers  can  understand  how  the  system  operates  and 
there  can  be  a  rational,  efficient  basis  for  future  planning. 

I  propose  three  steps  to  resolve  this  issue : 


CPB's  role  would  be  clarified  to  be  that  of  a  system  overseer  operating  much 
like  an  endowment  or  foundation.  Based  on  its  planning  process,  it  would  make 
broad  allocations  among  radio,  TV,  and  other  distribution  systems  and  among 
children's,  public  affairs,  minority,  and  other  program  types.  It  would  imple- 
ment these  decisions  by  giving  annual  or  multi-year  bloc  grants  to  PBS,  NPR. 
regional  and  other  si>ecialized  networks,  and  production  centers.  The  grantees 
would  select  the  si>ecific  programs  to  be  produced. 

Two  members  chosen  by  PBS  and  two  by  NPR  would  be  added  to  the  CPB  Bonrd 
to  increase  both  cooperation  and  insulation.  (Four  Presidentially  appointed  slots 
would  be  phased  out  to  keep  the  total  at  15.) 

CPB  would  be  required  to  prepare  a  five-year  development  plan  for  public 
broadcasting  in  concert  with  PBS  and  NPR  to  guide  the  allocation  of  Federal 
resources  and  update  ic  annually  in  its  report  to  Congress. 

This  will  decentralize  creative  decisions,  place  tht  ni  further  from  any  potential 
lX)litical  control,  and  refocus  CPB  on  the  important  job  of  overall  system  de- 
velopment. But,  under  this  mode  of  operation,  CPB  should  require  only  a  lim- 
ited full-time  staff  to  assist  its  Board  in  its  priority  setting  and  oversight  tasks. 
It  can  draw  upon  distinguished  experts  in  the  arts,  science,  journalism,  and 
education  to  help  it  evaluate  current  and  future  needs.  This  does  not  eliminate, 
but  makes  more  appropriate,  CPB's  critical  role  in  programming. 

CPB  would  not  need  a  substantial  staff  for  program  decision-making  and 
program-related  legal,  public  informatioii,  audience  research,  and  similar  func- 
tions. These  operational  tasks  can  be  done  by  PBS.  NPR,  and  other  grantees  with- 
out adding  persons  to  their  staffs. 

CPB  would  need  substantially  fewer  than  its  current  staff  of  130  to  carry  out 
its  missions.  The  savings  from  these  cuts  and  greater  efficiency  in  CPB's  re- 
tained functions  should  go  into  programming. 

INCREASE    FUNDS    ALLOCATED    FOR    NATIONAL   PROGRAMMING 

There  are  now  271  public  television  stations  and  203  public  radio  stations.  They 
provide  a  vital  service  to  their  states  and  communities.  But  each  of  these  sta- 
tions cannot  separater>  produce  the  high  quality  cultural,  public  affairs,  and 
instructional  programming  their  communities  need. 

Federal  support  for  strong  national  program  services  was  a  principal  recom- 
mendation of  the  first  Carnegie  Commission.  It  was  a  primary  aim  of  the  1967 
Act  that  created  CPB.  But  CPB  now  devotes  only  ,$17  million  of  its  current 
$103  million  appropriation  directly  to  national  programming.  In  addition,  about 
$19  million  of  the  $58  million  CPB  gives  to  local  stations  is  iX)oled  for  that 
purpose. 

More  Federal  funds  should  be  concentrated  on  national  programming.  By  de- 
voting more  funds  to  national  needs,  public  broadcasting  can  give  producers 
adequate  lead  time  and  budget  to  create  high  quality  domestic  productions.  It 
can  and  should  snpp'»rt  more  Tirst-rate  i)roduction  centers,  like  Children's  Tel- 
evision Workshop  and  similar  centers  for  independent  producers,  minorities, 
educators,  and  women.  It  can  provide  the  complete  coverage  of  news  events,  such 
as  important  Congressional  hearings,  that  commercial  broadcasting  rarely 
offers. 

This  bill  provides  that  at  least  25  percent  of  funds  appropriatefl  to  CPB  in 
future  years  .shall  be  used  for  a  National  Programming  Fund  for  bloc  grants 
for  such  productions.  This  will  insure  that  by  FY  1982  up  to  $50  million,  depend- 
ing on  the  ap,propriati(.n  knel,  would  be  earmarked  for  national  programming. 
These  programs  will  continue  to  be  produced  on  a  decentralized  ba-sis,  by  pro- 
ducers throughout  the  country,  but  intended  for  national  distribution. 

In  addition.  1  call  on  the  public  broadcasting  system  to  devote  another  25 
percH^nt  of  the  Federal  money  to  national  programming.  The  stations  can  do  this 
by  pooling  money,  as  the  TV  stations  do  now  through  the  Station  Program  Co- 
operative, or  it  can  be  done  by  any  other  mechanism.  This  would  provide  a  total 
of  up  to  $100  million  for  national  progranuning  in  FY  19S2.  Minorities,  women, 
and  independent  as  well  as  station  producrrs  should  have  access  to  these  funds 
as  well  as  those  in  CPB's  National  Programming  Fund. 

Local,  state,  and  regional  services  also  ,u»e<l  substantial  support.  A  significant 
aspect  of  that  .suppf»rt  has  been  thf  funds  ('PP.  passes  through  to  local  stations 
for  their  discreti(»nuiy  use  for  lo<'al  or  naticuial  purposes.  Unlike  the  current  lav,-, 
my  bill  d<jes  not  iilace  <  ither  a  ceilini:  or  tloor  on  those  funds.  Albx-ations  for  this 
purpo.se  .should  be  made  from  year  to  year,  as  determined  through  CPB'.s 
cooperative  planning  process  with  PBS,  NPR,  and  the  licen-secs. 


I  also  call  on  the  other  funding  sources — particularly  the  states — to  hold  up 
their  end  of  this  fundint?  partnership.  Currently,  non-Federal  sources  such  as 
state  and  local  governments,  individuals,  foundations,  and  corporations  still 
.supply  Ihe  vast  bulJv  of  funds  for  local  public  stations.  But,  while  Federal  funds 
and  individual  contributions  have  increased  during  the  past  few  years,  state 
funds  have  levelled  off. 

As  a  former  governor,  I  know  the  pressures  on  state  budgets.  But  state  support 
of  public  broadcasting,  which  brings  state  legislative  proceedings  and  other  vital 
services  to  citizens,  should  be  maintnined.  T  urge  states  that  liave  contributed 
to  do  more,  and  those  that  have  not,  to  begin. 

REDUCE  THE  PERC?:NTAGE  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  MUST  RAISE  TO  MATCH  CPB  FUNDS 

The  current  law  requires  the  system  to  raise  .$2.50  for  every  ^1  the  P'ederal 
Government  gives  CPB.  CPB  lias  indicated  that  such  levels  of  non-P>deral 
support  cannot  be  achieved  to  match  the  proposed  increased  authorizatiorts. 

Even  if  states  increase  their  share,  there  are  realistic  limits  to  the  amounts 
that  public  broadcasting  can  hope  to  raise  by  on-air  appeals  to  its  audience  and 
by  corporate  and  foundation  support,  I  am  therefore  proposing  a  reduction  in 
the  match  to  .$2.2~)-to-.$l.  This  figure  assuras  a  continued  incentive  for  fund- 
raising  without  asking  the  system  to  achieve  the  impossible.  The  minimum  dollar 
amount  of  matching  funds  that  could  be  required  to  meet  the  upper  limit  of  ap- 
propriations under  this  bill  would  rise  gradually'  until  the  authorization  is 
levelled  off. 

CPB  itself  can  also  increase  incentives  for  non-Federal  funds.  It  might  revise 
its  formula  for  allocation  of  local  community  service  grants  to  encourage  such 
support.  Individual  citizens  should  recognize  that  their  funds  help  maintain 
the  diveristy  and  independence  of  their  local  stations. 

I  intend  to  review  the  matching  concept  and  formula  in  1979  after  assessing 
its  impact  on  fund  raising  and  the  Carnegie  Commission's  report  as  to  future 
funding  sources  and  needs. 

TRANSFER    PUBLIC    COMMUNICATIONS     FACILITIES    PROGRAM    FROM     HEW    TO    CPB 

A  key  part  of  my  plan  is  the  effort  to  ])ring  public  broadcasting  to  as  many 
people  as  possible.  :Much  of  the  Federal  funding  for  station  facilities  comes  from 
the  Educational  Broadc-ast  Facilities  Program  now  run  by  HEW.  That  effort 
should  be  fully  coordinated  with  the  system's  own  long-range  planning.  I  am 
therefore  i-ecommending  that  this  program  be  transferred  to  CPB. 

As  part  of  ihe  planning  required  by  this  1)111,  CPB  will  estimate  the  cost  of 
reaching  as  close  to  the  total  American  population  as  would  be  feasible  using 
the  most  efficient  technologies.  For  the  next  two  years,  pending  submission  of 
such  a  plan.  I  propose  to  continue  the  Facilities  Program's  present  $30  million 
annual  authorization. 

I  also  propose  changes  in  the  Facilities  Program  to  : 

Make  assistance  to  minority  public  television  and  radio  stations  a  funding 
priority.  No  public  television  station  in  the  continental  United  States  is  operated 
by  a  minority-controlled  institution,  although  Howard  University  and  others 
have  applied  for  licenses.  There  are  only  a  handful  of  minority-controlled  public 
radio  stations. 

Allow  planning  grants  to  be  made  to  groups  wishing  to  start  stations.  These 
grants  would  enable  them  to  do  the  legal,  engineering,  and  other  studies  needed 
to  apply  for  actual  communications  facilities. 

Make  regional  networks  and  other  groups  of  stations  eligible  for  facilities 
funds. 

Make  facilities  grants  open  to  any  l)roadcast  or  nonbroadcast  communications 
technology  chosen  by  an  eligible  applicant.  Federal  funds  should  support  the 
most  efficient  technical  means  to  make  publicly  funded  programming  available 
to  the  widest  audiences. 

CPB  will  be  able  to  use  a  portion  of  the  facilities  funds  being  transferred  for 
demonstrations  of  new  public  service  delivery  systems,  such  as  two-way  com- 
munication via  satellite. 

ENCOURAGE    JOURNALISTIC    INDEPENDENCE 

Unlike  commercial  broadcasters,  public  broadcasters  are  forbidden  by  current 
law  to  editorialize  on  issues  of  public  importance.  This  ban  makes  sense  for 
stations  licensed  to  a  state  or  local  government  instrumentality.  But  Congress 


has  recently  amended  the  tax  code  to  allow  private  non-profit  organizations  to 
advocate  positions  on  public  issues.  The  Public  Broadcasting  Act  should  be 
similarly  amended  to  allow  non-governmental  licensees  to  exercise  their  First 
Amendment  rights. 

This  change  would  not  require  editorials,  but  it  would  permit  them.  Public 
broadcasters  should  have  an  equal  opportunity  with  commercial  broadcasters 
to  participate  in  the  free  marketplace  of  ideas. 

States  hold  about  half  of  the  U.S.  public  television  station  licenses.  Another 
step  toward  journalistic  independence  would  be  for  state  and  local  governments 
to  better  insulate  these  stations.  The  danger  of  undue  political  control  is  as  real 
here  as  at  the  Federal  level.  This  bill  does  not  compel  any  particular  form,  but 
I  want  to  encourage  states  to  establish  independent  boards  to  assure  insulation. 

REQUIRE    PUBLIC    ACCOUNTABILITY 

Independence  from  government  control  does  not  mean  a  public  station  has 
no  obligation  to  account  for  its  stewardship.  But  such  accountability  is  best 
exercised  directly  to  the  local  citizens  who  contribute  to  the  station's  support.  I 
therefore  propose  sunshine  for  public  stations  that  receive  Federal  funds ;  they 
should  be  required  to  open  their  board  meetings  and  financial  records  to  the 
public. 

This  legislation  is  not  intended  to  restrict  a  public  station  board's  privacy  on 
personnel  matters,  or  otherwise  sanction  unwarranted  invasions  of  personal 
privacy.  But  local  citizens  should  have  access  to  the  basic  decisions  public  sta- 
tions make  in  allocating  tax  funds  and  private  donations.  This  is  already 
standard  practice  at  CPS,  PBS,  NPR,  and  many  public  stations. 

INCREASE    PARTICIPATION    OF    MINORITIES    AND    WOMEN 

This  bill  makes  it  clear  that  the  employment  discrimination  laws  apply  to 
stations  and  other  producers  that  receive  CPB  funds.  It  conditions  such  grants  on 
nondiscrimination,  just  like  receipt  of  a  grant  from  a  Federal  agency.  Since  CPB 
is  not  a  Federal  agency,  enforcement  of  this  requirement  will  be  delegated  to  a 
Federal  agency  with  expertise  in  this  field. 

This  change,  combined  with  making  minority  ownership  a  goal  of  the  facilities 
program,  will  help  bring  greater  diversity  to  the  decision-making  levels  of  public 
broadcasting.  But  statutory  amendments  alone  are  not  enough.  Public  broadcast- 
ing should  make  its  own  effort  to  become  an  entry-level  training  ground  and 
model  for  the  other  media  in  meeting  the  needs  of  women,  Blacks,  Hispanics,  and 
other  minorities. 

STUDY  OF  FEDERAL  AGENCY  PROGRAM  FUNDING 

Last  year  approximately  $25  million  was  contributed  to  public  broadcasting 
directly  by  the  four  agencies — HEW,  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities,  and  the  National  Science  Foimdation. 

This  is  an  important  source  of  Federal  funds  that  is  outside  of  the  CPB  aporo- 
priation.  It  accounts  for  one-fourth  of  the  national  public  TV  schedule,  as  well  as 
many  local  and  state  productions.  And  it  is  not  covered  by  CPB's  insulation  from 
political  pressure. 

This  funding  should  be  coordinated  with  the  work  of  CPB,  PBS,  and  NPR  to 
assure  that  it  is  used  efficiently  for  programs  that  get  on  the  air.  I  propose  that 
CPB  inventory  all  such  grants  in  its  annual  report  to  Congress  and  that  it  act 
as  a  consultant  to  the  agencies  and  a  clearinghouse  for  grant  information.  In 
addition,  we  are  drafting  administrative  rule  for  the  agencies  to  assure  there  is 
no  improper  manipulation  of  program  content. 

PUBLIC     STATION    FREQUENCY    ALLOCATIONS    AND    RECEPTION 

Most  public  television  stations  are  on  T'HF  channels,  and  most  public  radio 
stations  are  on  the  FM  band.  I  urge  the  Federal  Communications  Commission 
to  seriously  consider  i)ending  proixKsals  that  wouhl  bring  public  television  and 
radio  closer  to  i)arify  with  commercial  stations.  These  include  proposals  for 
better  standards  for  TV  set  reception  of  CHF  channels  and  better  allocation  of 
FM  channels  for  pnl)lic  radio.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  Jiew  leadership  at  the  FCC 
will  give  UHFand  FM  improvements  priority  attention. 


Better  spectrum  management  and  reception  standards  may  do  more  to  make 
public  broadcasting  more  widely  available  than  substantial  Federal  grants  for 
transmitters  and  increased  power.  The  costs  and  benefits  of  each  approach  should 
be  carefully  weighed. 

I  urge  Congress  to  consider  promptly,  and  to  pass,  the  legislation  I  am  sub- 
mitting containing  the  proposals  described  in  this  message.  This  will  provide  a 
firm  foundation  for  planning  the  next  decade  of  public  communications  in  this 
country. 

Jimmy  Carter. 


)orn  CONGRESS     V  «        y%         ^\r%r%^\ 

"      H.  R.  9620 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESEXTATIVES 

OCTORER  18.1977 

Mr.  Stagckrj;  introduced  tlio  followiiiir  l)ill:  whicli  was  n'forrod  to  tlio  Coin- 
mittoe  on  Interstate  and  Foreion  Comnieivo 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Coiniuimic^itioiis  Act  of  1934  to  extend  and  im- 
prove the  provisions  of  such  A.ct  relating  to  lono-term 
financing-  for  the  Corporation  for  riililic  Broadcasting  and 
relating  to  certain  grant  programs  for  pul)lic  telecommunica- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresenta- 

2  twes  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the   'Tuhlic  Broadcasting 

4  Financing  Act  of  1978". 

5  TITLE  I— CONSTRUCTION  AND  PLANNING  OF 

6  FACILITIES 

7  ruRPOSE 

8  Sec.  101.   (a)  The  heading  for  part  IV  of  title  III  of 

9  the  Communications  Act  of   1934  is  amended  to  read  as 
10    follows: 

I 


2 

1  'Taet  IV— Assistance  for  Public  Telecommunica- 

2  TiONS  Facilities;  Telecommunications  Demon- 

3  STRATioNs;  Corporation  for  Public  Bkoadcast- 

4  ing". 

5  (b)  The  heading  for  subpart  A  of  part  IV  of  title  III 

6  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as 

7  follows : 

8  ' 'Subpart  A — Assistance  for  Public  Telecommunications 

9  Facilities". 

10  (c)   Section  390  of  the  Communications  iVct  of  1934 

11  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

12  "declarati 

13  "Sec.  390.  The  purpose  of  this  subpart  is  to  assist  in 

14  the  planning  and  construction  of  public  telecommunications 

15  facilities  in  order  to  achieve  the  following  objectives:    (1) 

16  extend  delivery  of  public  television  and  radio  services  to  as 
1^7  maiw  citizens  of  the  United  States  a^  possible  by  the  most 
18  efficient  and  economical  means,  including  the  use  of  non- 
19  broadcast  technologies;    (2)    significantly   increase   public 

20  television    and    radio    services    for    minorities;    and     (3) 

21  strengthen  the  capability  of  existing  public  television  and 

22  radio  stations  to  provide  educational  or  cultural  services.". 

23  authorization  of  appropriations 

24  Sec.  102.  Section  391  of  the  Communications  Act  of 

25  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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1  "authorization  of  appeopriations 

2  ''Sec.  391.  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

3  to  the  PubUc  Broadcasting  Fund  established  pursuant  to 

4  section   396  (k)    $30,000,000   for   the   fiscal  year   ending 

5  September  30,  1979,  and  $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 

6  ending  September  30,  1980,  to  be  used  by  the  Corporation 

7  for  Public  Broadcasting  to  assist  in  the  planning  and  con- 

8  struction  of  public  telecommunications  facilities  as  provided 

9  in  this  subpart.  Sums  appropriated  under  this  subpart  for  any 

10  fiscal  year  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  pay- 

11  ment  of  gTants  for  projects  for  which  applications  approved 

12  by  the   Corporation  pursuant  to   this   subpart  have   been 

13  submitted  within  one  year  after  the  last  day  of  such  fiscal 

14  year. 

15  "(b)  Payments  to  the  Corporation  from  appropriations 

16  under  this  subpart  shall  be  used  to  cover  the  Corporation's 

17  costs  of  administering  this  subpart.". 

18  GRANTS   FOR    CONSTRUCTION    AND   PLANNING 

19  Sec.  103.  Section  392  of  the  Communications  Act  of 

20  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

21  ''grants  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  AND  PLANNING 

22  "Sec.  392.    (a)    For  each  project  for  the  construction 

23  of  public  telecommunications  facilities  there  shall  bo  sub- 

24  mitted  to  the  Corporation  an  application  for  a  grant  con- 

25  twining  .such  information  with  respect  to  such  project  ns  (lie 
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1  Corporation  may  rcMiiiirc,  including  tlie  total  cost  of  such 

2  project,  the  amount  of  the  gmnt  requested  for  such  project, 

3  and  a   five-yc^r  pkn   outhning   the   appUcant's   projected 

4  facihties  requirements  and  the  projected  costs  of  such  facilities 

5  requirements.  Each  applicant  shall  also  provide  assurance 

6  satisfactoiy  to  the  Corporation  that — 

7  "  ( 1 )  the  applicant  is  (A)  an  entity  which  is  eligible 

8  to  be  licensed  or  is  licensed  by  the  Federal  Communica- 

9  tions  Commission  as  a  noncommercial  educational  tele- 

10  vision  or  radio  station;   (B)   a  system  of  public  broad- 

11  cast  stations;    (C)   a  nonprofit  fomidation,  corporation, 

12  institution,  or  association  organized  primarily  for  educa- 

13  tional  purposes;  or  (D)  a  State,  a  State  or  local  govem- 

14  ment  agency,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State; 

15  "(2)   the  operation  of  such  public  telecommunica- 

16  tions  facilities  will  be  under  the  control  of  the  applicant; 

17  "(3)    necessary  funds   to   construct,   operate,   and 

18  maintain  such  public  telecommunications  facihties  will  be 

19  available  when  needed ; 

20  *'  (4)  such  telecommunications  facilities  will  be  used 

21  only  for  educational  or  cultural  purposes;  and 

22  "(5)    there  has  been  comprehensive  planning  for 

23  public   telecommunications   facilities    in    the  -awa    the 

24  applicant  proposes  to  serve,  including  coordination  with 

25  State  educational  television  and  radio  agencies  as  appro- 
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1  priate,  and  the  applicant  lias  participated  in  such  plan- 

2  ning,  and  will  make  the  most  efficient  use  of  the  facilities 

3  grant. 

4  ''(h)  Upon  approving  any  application  under  this  section 

5  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  any  project,  the  Corpora- 

6  tion  shall  make  a  grant  to  the  applicant  in  the  amount  deter- 

7  mined  by  it,  but  not  exceeding  75  percent  of  the  amount 

8  determined  by  the  Corporation  to  be   the  reasonable  and 

9  nccessaiy  cost  of  such  project. 

10  "  (c)    To   obtain   assistance    for   the   planning   of   au}^ 

11  project  for  which  construction  funds  could  be  obtained  under 

12  this  section,  there  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Cori>oration  an 

13  application  for  a  grant  containing  such  information  as  the 

14  Coii)oration    may    require    and    providing   assurance    satis- 

15  factoiy  to  tlie  Corporation  that  the  applicant  would  be  eligi- 
IG  ble  to  receive  assistance  under  subsection   (a). 

17  ''(d)    Upon  approving  au}^  application  under  this  sec- 

18  tion  with  respect  to  the  planning  of  any  project,  the  Cor- 

19  poration  shall  make  a  grant  to  the  applicant  in  any  amount 

20  it  detennines. 

21  "(e)    Any  studies  financed  under  this  section  shall  be 

22  provided  to  the  Corponition.". 

23  .     .  CONSULTATION 

24  Sec.  104.  Section  393  of  the  Comnmnications  Act  of 

25  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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2  ''consultation 

2  ''Sec.  393.  The  Corporation  shall  consult  with  puhlic 

3  hroadcast  licensees  and  their  national  membership  organiza- 

4  tions,  with  national  educational  organizations,  minority  group 

5  representatives,  and  with  others  as  appropriate,  in  establish- 
Q  ing  criteria  for  making  construction  and  planning  grants  pur- 

7  suant  to  this  subpart.  Such  criteria  shall  be  consistent  with  the 

8  objectives  set  forth  in  section  390  and  shall  be  made  avail- 

9  able  to  all  interested  parties.". 

10  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 

11  Sec,  105.  Section  394  of  the  Communications  Act  of 

12  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

13  "long-range  planning;  report  to  congress 

14  "Sec.  394.    (a)   The  Corporation,  in  cooperation  with 

15  public  broadcast  licensees  and  their  national  membership 
1(3  organizations,  with  national  educational  organizations,  mhior- 

17  ity  group  representatives,  and  with  others  as  appropriate, 

18  shall  create  a  long-range  plan  to  accomphsh  the  objectives 

19  set  forth  in  section  390.  Such  plan  shall  include  a  detailed 

20  five-year    projection    of    the    telecommunications    faciHties 

21  requirements  of  public  broadcasting  and  the  projected  costs 

22  ^f  such  facilities. 

23  "(b)   The  long-n.nge  plan  required  in  subsection   (a) , 

24  updated  annually,  and  a  summary  of  the  Corporation's  ac- 

25  tivities  implementing  the  plan,  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
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2  President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  as  specified  in  sec- 

2  tion  396  (i) .". 

3  PUBLIC  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  FACILITIES 

4  Sec.  106.  Section  397(2)   of  the  Communications  Act 

5  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follo\YS : 

Q  "(2)    The   term   'public   telecommunications   facilities' 

7  means  apparatus  necessary  for  production,  interconnection, 

8  captioning,  broadcast,  or  other  distribution  of  programing, 

9  including,   without   limitation,    studio   equipment,    cameras, 

10  microphones,  audio  and  video  storage  or  reproduction  equip- 

11  ment,   or  both,    signal   processors   and   switchers,    towers, 

12  antennas,  transmitters,  microwave  equipment,  mobile  equip- 

13  ment,  satellite  communications  equipment,  instructional  tele- 

14  vision  fixed  service  equipment,   subsidiary  communications 

15  authorization  transmitting  and  receiving  equipment,   cable 

16  television  equipment,  video  and  audio  cassettes  and  discs, 

17  optical  fiber  communications  equipment,  and  other  means  of 

18  transmitting,   emitting,   storing,   and  receiving  images  and 

19  sounds,  or  intelligence,  except  that  such  term  shall  not  include 

20  the  buildings  to  house  such  apparatus,  with  the  exception  of 

21  small  equipment  shelters  which  arc  part  of  satellite  earth 

22  stations,  translators,  microwave  interconnection  facilities,  and 

23  similar  facilities/'. 

24  CONSTRUCTION 

25  Si:c.  107.  Section  397(3)   of  the  Communications  Act 

26  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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J  *'('^)   'l'Ji<'  term  'coiistnictioii',  as  applied  to  piil)li('  tcle- 

2  coiuiiiunications     lacilitics,     means     ac<|nisitioii      (iiichidiiii^ 

o  accpiisition   by  lease),   iiislallatioii,  and  modernization,   and 

4  p]annin«>'  ineidental  lliereto.". 

5  TITLE  II— TEl.ECOMMUxXICATIOXS 
Q  ])K:M0X8T1{ATI0X8 

rj  AUTlIOiaZATION    OF    Ari'lv'Ol'KIATIOXS 

g  Sec.  201.  Seetion  31)5  (h)    of  the  Communieations  Aet 

9  of  1934,  as  so  redesignated  in  seetion  202(1),  is  amended 

10  ^)y  striking  out  "8epteml)er  30,  1977,  and  $250,000  for  the 

11  period  July  1,   1976,  through  September  30,   1976,"  and 

12  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Septemher  30,  1978,  and  $1,000,- 

13  000  for  the  fiseal  year  ending  September  30,  1979,". 

14  TECHNICAL   AMENDMENTS 

15  Sec.  202.  Part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Comnumications 

16  Aet  of  1934  is  amended— 

17  (1)   by  redesignating  seetion  392A  as  section  395 

18  and  inscrthig  above  the  heading  for  such  seetion  the 

19  following  new  heading: 

20  "Subpart  15 — Telecommunieations  Demonstration"; 

21  (2)    l)y  inserting  al)Ove  section  395(b),  as  so  re- 

22  designated    in    paragraph     ( 1 ) ,    the    following    new 

23  Lea  din  o': 
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1  "Application  Approval" ; 

2  (3)  by  inserting  above  section  395(c),  as  so  re- 

3  designated  in  paragraph  ( 1 ) ,  the  following  new  heading : 

4  "Amount  of  Grant  or  Contract ;  Payment" ; 

5  (4)   by  inserting  above  section  395(d),  as  so  re- 

6  designated    in    paragraph     ( 1 ) ,    the    following    new 

7  heading : 

8  "Uses  of  Funds"; 

9  (5)   by  inserting  above  section  395(e),  As  so  re- 

10  designated    in    paragraph     (1),    the    followuig    new 

11  heading : 

12  "Nonbroadcast  Telecommunications  Facilities"  ; 

13  (6)   by  inserting  above  section  395(f))  as  so  re- 

14  designated    in    paragraph     (1),    the    following    new 

15  heading : 

16  "Duration  of  Funding  of  Demonstration/^  ; 

17  (7)  by  inserting  above  section  395(g),  as  so  re- 

18  designated    in    paragraph     ( 1 ) ,    the    following    new 

19  heading : 

20  "Summary  and  E^^aluation" ; 

21  (8)   by  inserting  above  section  395(h),  ns  so  re- 

22  designated    in    para-graph     (1),    the    following    new 

23  heading : 
II.Pv.or,20 2 
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1  ''Authorization  of  Appropriations" ; 

2  (9)  in  section  393,  by  striking  out  the  heading  for 

3  such  section  and  by  striking  out  ''Sec.  393."; 

4  (10)    by  redesignating  section  393(a)    as  section 

5  395  (i)  (1)    and  inserting  above  it  the  following  new 

6  heading: 

7  "Records,  Access  by  Secretary  and  Controller  General"; 

8  (11)    by  redesignating  section  393(b)    as  section 

9  395  (i)  (2); 

10  (12)   in  section  394,  by  striking  out  the  heading 

11  for  such  section ; 

12  (13)   by  redesignating  section  394  as  section  395 

13  (j)  and  inserting  above  it  the  following  new  heading: 

14  "Eules  and  Regulations" ; 

15  (14)    in  section  395  thereof,  by  striking  out  the 

16  heading  for  such  section; 

17  (15)  by  redesignating  section  395  as  section  395 

18  (k)  and  inserting  above  it  the  following  new  heading: 
X9    "Assistance  by  Commission;  Coordination  with  Commission 

20  and  Corporation";  and 

21  (16)    by  redesignating  subpart  B   as  subpart  C, 

22  and  by  amending  the  heading  for  subpart  C,  as  so  re- 

23  designated,  to  read  as  follows : 

24  "Subpart  C— Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting". 
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1  TITLE  III-CORPOKATION  FOR  PUBLIC 

2  BROADCASTING 

3  CONGEESSIONAL  DECLAEATION  OF  POLICY 

4  Sec.  301.  Section  396(a)   of  the  Cominimications  Act 

5  of  1934  is  amended — 

6  (1)   by  striking  out  ''noncommercial  educational" 

7  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

8  ''public"; 

9  (2)    in  paragraph    (6)    thereof,   by  striking  out 

10  "educational"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "public"; 

11  and 

12  (3)  by  amending  the  heading  above  such  subsec- 

13  tion  to  read  as  follows : 

14  "Congressional  Declaration  of  PoUcy". 

15  "establishment  of  corporation 

16  Sec.  302.  Section  396(b)  of  the  Communications  Act 

17  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

18  "Establishment  of  Corporation 

19  "(b)  (1)  There  is  authorized  to  be  established  a  non- 
20  profit  corporation  to   be   known  as   the   'Corporation  for 

21  Public  Broadcasting',    which   will   not   be  an  agency   or 

22  establishment  of  the  United  States  Government.  The  Cor- 

23  poration  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and, 

24  to  the  extent  consistent  with  this  section,  to  the  District  of 

25  Columbia  Nonprofit  Corporation  Act. 
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1  ^'(2)   The  Corporation,  its  grantees,  subgrantees,  con- 

2  tractors,  and  subcontractoi*s  shall  be  saljject  to  the  recjuire- 

3  ments  of  title  VI  of  the  Civil  Eights  Act  of   19G4  and 

4  title  IX  of  the  Education  Amendments  of  1972.". 

5  BOAED   OF  DIRECTOKS  OF   COKPORATION 

6  Sec.  303.  Section  396  (c)   of  the  Communications  Act 

7  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

8  ''Board  of  Directors 

9  "(c)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 

10  subsection,  the  Corporation  shall  have  a  Board  of  Directors 

11  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  'Board') ,  con- 

12  sis  ting  of  19  members,  15  of  whom  shall  be  appointed  by 

13  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 

14  Senate  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  'Presidential 

15  appointees' ) ,  two  of  whom  shall  be  appointed  by  the  national 

16  membership    organization    representing    pubUc    television 

17  licensees,  and  two  of  whom  shall  be  appointed  by  the  na- 

18  tional  membership  organization  representing  public  radio 

19  hccnsees  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  'Ucensee 

20  appointees') .  Not  more  than  eight  of  the  Presidential  ap- 

21  pointees  may  be  members  of  the  same  political  party.  Li- 

22  censee  appointees  may  not  serve  concurrently  on  the  Board 

23  and  on  the  board  of  directors  of  their  respective  national 

24  membership  organization,  nor  may  they  be  regular  full-time 

25  employees  of  such  organization. 
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2  ''(2)  Beginning  Januarj''  1,  1979,  as  vacancies  occur 
o  among  Presidential  appointees,  the  membership  of  the  Board 

3  shall    be    reduced    until    it    consists    of    15    members,    11 

4  of  whom  shall  be  Presidential  appointees  and  four  of  whom 

5  shall  be  licensee  appointees.  After  December  31,  1982,  not 
Q  more  than  six  of  the  Presidential  appointees  ma}^  be  mem- 
7  bers  of  the  same  political  party. 

g  ''  (3)  The  members  of  the  Board — 

9  "  {^)  shall  be  selected  from  among  citizens  of  the 

10  United  States  who  are  not  regular  full-time  employees 

11  of  the  United  States,  and  who  are  eminent  in  such  fields 

12  as  education,  cultiu'al  and  civil  affairs,  or  the  arts,  includ- 

13  ing  radio  and  television;  and 

14  ''(B)   shall  be  selected  so  as  to  provide  as  nearly 

15  as  practicable  a  broad  representation  of  various  regions 

16  of  the  Nation,  various  professions  and  occupations,  and 

17  various  kinds  of  talent  and  experience  appropriate  to 

18  the  functions  and  responsibilities  of  the  Corporation. 

19  ''(4)  (A)    The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the 

20  Board  shall  be  six  years,  except  that — 

21  ''(i)  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occur- 

22  ring  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 

23  predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appomted  for  the 

24  remainder  of  such  term ;  and 

25  "(ii)   the  tenns  of  office  of  the  licensee  appointees 
II.B.  9620 3 
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1  first  taking  ofiice  shall  begin  00  days  after  the  date  of 

2  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Broadcasting  Financinji,- 

3  Act  of  li)78. 

4  ''(B)    The    term   of   office   of   one    television    licensee 

5  appointee  and  one  radio  licensee  appointee  shall  expire,  as 

6  designated  at  the  tunc  of  their  appointment,  at  Ihe  end  of 

7  four  years,  and  iho  tcjiii  of  office  oi  one  other  television 

8  licensee  appointee  and  radio  licensee  appointee  shall  expire, 

9  as  designated  at  the  time  of  their  appohitment,  at  the  end  of 

10  six  years,  No  member  shall  be  eligible  to  serve  in  excess  of 

11  two  consecutive  terms  of  six  years  each.  Notwithstanding 

12  tlie  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  a  member  whose 

13  term  has  expired  may  serve  until  his  successor  has  qualified. 

14  "  (5)    Any  vacancy   in  the  Board  shall  not  affect  its 

15  powers.  Vacancies  shall  be  filled  in  the  manner  in  which  the 

16  original  appointments  were  made,   except  as  provided  in 

17  paragTaph  (2)  of  this  subsection.". 

18  CIIAIEMAN  OF  BOAED 

19  Skc.  304.  Section  396(d)  (1)    of  the  Communications 

20  Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  striking  out  "President  shall 

21  designate  one  of  the  members  first  appointed  to  the  Board  as 

22  Chairman ;  tho'eaf ter  the". 

23  OFFICEES  AND  EMPLOYEES 

24  Sec.  305.  Section  396(e)  (2)    of  the  Communications 

25  Act  of  1934  is  amended  bv  strikinar  out  ''the  second  sen- 
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1  tence  of",  and  by  striking  out  "subsection    (c)  (1)''   and 

2  inserting  in  lieu  thereof ''subsections  (c)  (1)  and   (c)  (2)". 

3  PURPOSE  AND  ACXrS'ITIES  OF  CORPORATION 

4  Sec.  306.   (a)  Section  396  (g)  (2)  (B)  of  the  Commu- 

5  nications  Act  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  "(l^O   make  grants  to  national,  regional,  and  other 

7  systems  of  public  broadcast  stations,  other  public  broad- 

8  casting  entities,  and  independent  production  entities  for 

9  the  production  or  acquisition  of  public  television  or  radio 

10  programs    for    national    or    regional     noncommercial 

11  distribution;". 

12  (b)    Section  396(g)  (2)  (D)    of  the  Communications 

13  Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  striking  out  "broadcasting". 

14  (c)    Section  396(g)  (2)  (H)    of  the  Coniimmications 

15  Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  the  use  of 

16  nonbroadcast"    and    all    that    follows    through    "or    radio 

17  progmms". 

18  (d)  Section  396(g)  (2)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 

19  1934  is  amended— 

20  (1)   in  subparagraph   (11)   thereof,  by  striking  out 

21  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  tliereof 

22  ";  and";  and 

23  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

24  subparagraph : 

25  "  (I)  to  make  grants  or  contracts  for  the  use  of  non- 
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1  broadcast  telecommunications  technologies  for  the  dis- 

2  semination  of  puljlic  television  or  radio  programs.'. 

3  (e)  Section  396(g)  (3)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 

4  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

5  ''(3)   To  carry  out  the  foregoing  purposes  and  engage 

6  in  the  foregoing  activities,  the  Corporation  shall,  to  the  ex- 

7  tent  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  subpart,  have  the 

8  usual  powers  conferred  upon  a  nonprofit  corporation  by  the 

9  District  of  Columbia  Nonprofit  Corporation  Act.  The  Cor- 

10  poration  is  prohibited  from — 

11  '*  (A)   owning  or  operating  any  television  or  radio 

12  broadcast   station,    interconnection   system   or   facility, 

13  network,  community  antenna  television  system  or  pro- 

14  gram  production  facility ;  and 

15  "(S)    producing,  acquirmg,  scheduling,  or  distrib- 

16  uting   programs,   or   selecting  individual   programs   or 

17  series  of  programs  for  production,  acquisition,  distribu- 

18  tion,  or  broadcast.". 

19  (f)  Section  396  (g)  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934 

20  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

21  paragraph : 

22  "  (4)  In  carrymg  out  its  functions,  the  Corporation  shall 

23  mmunize  its  administrative  costs.". 
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1  ANNUAL  REPOET  TO  CONGEESS 

2  Sec.  307.  Section  396  (i)    of  the  Commumcations  Act 

3  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

4  ''Keport  to  Congress 

5  ''  (i)  (1)  The  Corporation  shall  submit  an  annual  report 

6  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year  ending  September  30  to  the 

7  President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  on  or  before  the 

8  31st  day  of  December  of  each  year.  The  report  shall  in- 

9  elude— 

10  "  (A)    a  comprehensive  and  detailed  report  of  the 

11  Corporation's  operations,  activities,  financial  condition, 

12  and  accomplishments  under  this  subpart  and  such  recom- 

13  mendations   as   the   Corporation   deems   appropriate; 

14  ^'  (B)  the  plan  on  public  broadcasting  development 

15  required  in  paragmpli    (2)  ; 

1^  "(C)  the  report  on  public  telecommunications  facil- 

17  itics  required  in  section  ))94 ;  and 

18  "  (D)    a  cojHprehen.^;lvc  and  detailed  invculory  of 

19  funds  distributed  by  Federal  agencies  to  public  broad- 

20  casting  entities  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

21  *'(l>)   The  Cor}>oratI(»u,  in  cooperation  with  public  tele- 

22  vision   and  radio  licensees  and  their  national  membership 

23  organisations^  and  others  as  appropriate,  shall  create  a  five- 
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1  year  plan  for  the  development  of  public  broadcasting.  Such 

2  plan,  updated  annually,  and  a  summary  of  activities  imple- 

3  menting  the  plan,  shall  be  included  in  the  report  required 

4  in  paragraph  ( 1 ) . 

5  ''  (3)  The  officers  and  directors  of  the  Corporation  shall 

6  be  available  to  testify  before  appropriate  committees  of  the 

7  Congress  with  respect  to  such  report,  the  report  of  any  audit 

8  made  by  the  Comptroller  General  pursuant  to  section  396 

9  ( 1 ) ,   or  any   other  matter  which   such   committees   may 

10  determine.". 

11  financing;  national  peogeaming  fund;  open 

12  meetings  and  financial  eecoeds 

13  Sec.  308.  Section  396  (k)   of  the  Communications  Act 

14  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

15  * 'Financing 

16  "  (k)  (1)  (A)  There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Treas- 

17  ury  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Tublic  Broadcastmg 

18  Fund',  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

19  '^  (B)  In  addition  to  such  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 

20  priated  under  section  391,  there  is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 

21  ated  to  such  fund,  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  during  the 

22  period  beginning  October  1,  1977,  and  ending  September  30, 

23  1980,  an  amount  equal  to  40  percent  of  the  total  amount  of 

24  non-Federal  financial  support  received  by  public  broadcasting 

25  entities  during  the  fiscal  year  second  preceding  each  such 
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^  fiscal  year,  except  that  the  amount  so  appropriated  shall  not 

f)  exceed  $121,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 

3  30,   1978;  $140,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Scp- 

4  tember   30,    1979;   and  $160,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
^  ending  September  30,    1980. 

Q  "(C)  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  during  the  period  be- 

rj  ginning  October  1,  1980,  and  ending  September  30,  1985, 

g  there  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  such  fund  an  amount 

Q  equal  to  four-ninths  of  the  total  amount  of  non-Federal  finan- 

5Q  cial  support  received  by  public  broadcasting  entities  dur- 

■|^  ing  the  fiscal  year  second  preceding  each  such  fiscal  year, 

12  except  that  the  amount  so  appropriated  shall  not  exceed 

13  $180,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  endmg  September  30,  1981, 
^.  and  $200,000,000  for  each  fiscal  year  during  the  period 
^K  beginning  October  1,  1981,  and  ending  September  30,  1985. 
jg  "(2)  The  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this 
-•rr  subsection  shall  be  used  solely  for  the  expenses  of  the  Cor- 
-.g  poration.  The  Corporation  shall  determine  the  amount  of 
^Q  non-Federal  financial  support  received  by  pubUc  broadcast- 
2Q  ing  entities  during  each  of  the  fiscal  years  specified  in  para- 
Q-.  graph    (1)    for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  of 

22  each  authorization,  and  shall  certify  such  amount  to  the 

23  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  except  that  the  Corporation  may 

24  include   in   its   certification   non-Federal   financial   support 

25  received  by  a  public  broadcasting  licensee  during  its  most 
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1  recent  fiscal  year  ending  before  September  30  of  the  year 

2  for  which  certification  is  made.  Upon  receipt  of  such  certi- 
?,  fication,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  disburse  to  tlie 

4  Coqioration,  from  such  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  to  the 

5  Public  Broadcasting  Fund,  the  amount  authorized  for  each  of 

6  the  fiscal  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

7  ''(3)    The  Corporation  shall  establish  a  National  Pro- 

8  graming  Fund  from  which  it  shall  make  grants  to  national, 

9  regional,   and  other  systems  of  public  broadcast  stations, 

10  other  pubHc  broadcasting  entities,  and  independent  produc- 

11  tion   entities   for   the   production   or   acquisition    of   public 

12  television  or  radio  programs  intended  for  nationwide  dis- 

13  tribution.  During  each  fiscal  year  during  the  period  begin- 

14  ning  October  1,   1980,  and  ending  September  30,   1985, 

15  the  Corporation  shall  deposit  in  the  National  Programing 

16  Fund  an  amount  equal  to  not  less  than  25  percent  of  the 

17  funds  paid  to  the  Corporation  from  the  Public  Broadcast- 

18  ing  Fund  under  this  section. 

19  "  (4)    The   Corporation   shall  reserve   for   distribution 

20  among  the  licensees  and  pennittees  of  pubhc  broadcast  sta- 

21  tions  that  are  on-the-air  an  amount  equal  to  not  less  than  40 

22  percent  of  the  funds  disbursed  to  the  Corporation  from  the 

23  Public  Broadcasting  Fund  under  this  section  in  each  fiscal 

24  year  in  which  the  amount  disbursed  is  $88,000,000  or  more, 

25  but  less  than  $121,000,000;  not  less  than  45  percent  in 
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1  cadi  fiscal  year  in  which  the  amoiiut  disbursed  is  $121,000,- 

2  000  or  more,  bat  less  than  $160,000,000;  and  not  less  than 

3  50  percent  in  each  fiscal  year  in  which  the  amount  disbursed 

4  is  $160,000,000.  For  any  fiscal  year  beginning  after  Septeni- 

5  ber  30,  1980,  the  Corporation  shall,  alter  consultation  with 
Q  ])ul)lic  ladio  and  television  licensees  and  their  national  mem- 

7  bership   organizations,   reserve   for  distribution   among   the 

8  licensees  and  permittees  of  public  broadcast  stations  that  are 

9  on-the-air,  a  percentage  it  determines  of  the  funds  disbursed 

10  to  the  Corporation  from  the  Public  Broadcasting  Fund  under 

11  this  section  in  such  fiscal  year. 

12  ''(5)  (A)    The    Corporation    shall,    after    consultation 

13  with  public  television  and  radio  licensees  and   with   their 

14  national  membership  organizations,  establish,  and  review  an- 

15  nually,  criteria  and  conditions  regarding  tlie  distribution  of 

16  funds  received  pursuant  to  paragraph  (4)  hi  accordance  with 

17  this  paragraph. 

18  "  (V))    The  total  amount  of  funds  shall  be  divided  in{o 

19  two  poi'tions,  one  to  be  distributed  aniong  radio  stations,  and 

20  one  to  be  distributed  among  television  stations.  Tlie  (.\)rpora- 

21  tion  shall  make  a  basic  grant  from  the  i)ortion  reserved  for 

22  television  stations  to  cacli  licensee  and  ))ei'niiltee  of  a  public 

23  television  station  tliat  is  on-tlie-air.  The  balance  of  tlie  por- 

24  tion   n^served   foi"  television   stations   and    the    total    portion 

25  reserved  for  radio  stations  shall  be  distributed  to  licensees 
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1  and  permittees  of  such  stations  in  accordance  witli  eli<>il)ilitv 

2  criteria  that  promote  llie  public  intert!s(  in  public  broadcast- 

3  ing,  and  on  the  basis  of  a  formula  designed  to — 

4  "  (i)    provide   for   the   financial   need   and   require- 

5  ments  of  stations  in  relation   to  the  communities  and 

6  audiences  such  stations  undertake  to  serve ; 

7  ''(ii)  maintain  existing,  and  stimulate  new,  sources 

8  of  non-Eederal  financial  support  for  stations  by  provid- 

9  ing  incentives  for  increases  in  such  support;  and 

10  "  (iii)  assure  that  each  eligible  licensee  and  permit- 

11  tee  of  a  public  radio  station  receives  a  basic  grant. 

12  '^  (C)    No  distribution  of  funds  pursuant  to   this  sub- 

13  section  shall  exceed,  in  any  fiscal  year,  one-half  of  a  licen- 

14  see's  or  permittee's  total  non-Federal  financial  support  during 

15  the  fiscal  year  second  preceding  the  fiscal  year  in  which 

16  such  distribution  is  made. 

17  ''(6)    Funds  may  not  be  distributed  pursuant  to  this 

18  subsection  to  the  licensee  or  permittee  of  any  public  broad- 

19  cast  station   whose   governing  board   does   not   hold   open 

20  meetings  under  terms  and  conditions  which  the  Corporation 

21  shall  establish.  Such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Corpora- 

22  tion  establishes  shall  be  comparable  to  those  prescribed  for 

23  Federal  agencies  in  section  552b  of  title  5,  United  States 

24  Code.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  construed  to  require 
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1  a  governing  board  to  hold  open  meetings  unless  such  meetings 

2  relate  in  whole  or  in  part  to  station  matters. 

3  ''  (7)  Funds  may  not  be  distributed  pursuant  to  this  sub- 

4  section  to  the  licensee  or  permittee  of  any  public  broadcast 

5  station  that  does  not  maintain  for  public  examination  copies 

6  of  annual  financial  reports  such  station  submits  to  the  Cor- 

7  poration. 

8  "(8)     Funds    distributed   pursuant   to    this    subsection 

9  may   be   used   at   the    discretion   of   stations   for   purposes 

10  relating    to    the   provision    of   public   television   and   radio 

11  progTaming,  including — 

12  ''(A)   producing,  acquiring,'  broadcasting,  or  other- 

13  wise  disseminating  public  television  or  radio  programs; 

14  ''(B)    procm*iiig  national  or  regional  program  dis- 

15  tribution  services  that  make  public  television  or  radio 

16  programs  available  for  broadcast  or  other  dissemination 

17  at  times  chosen  by  stations; 

18  ''(C)     acquiring,    replacing,    or   maintaining   facil- 

19  ities,  and  real  property  used  with  facilities,  for  the  pro- 

20  dnction,    ])roadcast,    or    otlior    dissemination    of    public 

21  television  and  radio  programs;  and 

22  *'(]))     developing    and    using   nonbroadcast    coni- 

23  iimnications  teclinologies  for  public  television  or  radio 
^4  j)rograniing  purposes.". 
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1  RECORDS  AXD  AUDIT 

2  Sec.  309.    (a)    Section  39(){1)  (3)  (A)    of  the   Com- 

3  miinications  Act  of  19)34  is  amended  by  striking  out  "sec- 

4  tion"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''part". 

5  (b)    Section   396(1)  (3)  (B)    of   the   Communications 

6  Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''section"  and  in- 

7  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 

8  TITLE  IV— GENEEAL  PKOVISIONS 

9  PUBLIC  BROADCAST  STATION 

10  Sec.  401.  Section  397(7)    of  the  Communications  Act 

11  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

12  ''(7)    The  terms  'nonconnnercial  educational  broadcast 

13  station'  and  'public  broadcast  station'  mean  a  television  or 
1^  radio  broadcast  station  which  (A)  under  the  rules  and  regu- 
^^  lations  of  the  Federal  Conmiunications  Commission  in  effect 
^^  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Broadcasting  Ei- 
^'^  nancing  Act  of  1978,  is  eligible  to  be  licensed  by  the  Commis- 
^^  sion  as  a  nonconnnercial  educational  radio  or  television 
1^  broadcast  station  and  which  is  owned  and  operated  b}'  a 

20  public  agency  or  nonprofit  private  foundation,  corporation, 

21  or  association ;  or  (B)  is  owned  and  operated  by  a  municipal- 

22  ity  and  which  transmits  only  nonconnnercial  programs  for 
2^  educational  purposes.". 
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1  INTEECONXECTION 

2  Sec.  402.  Section  397(8)   of  the  Commimicatioiis  Act 

3  of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

4  ''  (8)    The  terms  'interconnection'  and  'interconnection 

5  facility'   mean  the  use   of  microwave   cciuipment   boosters, 
G  translators,  repeaters,  connnunications  space  satellites,  video 

7  or  audio  tape  recorders,   or  other  apparatus  or  equipment 

8  for  the  transmission  and  distribution  of  television  and  radio 

9  programs  to  public  television  or  radio  broadcast  stations.". 

10  INTERCOXNECTION  SYSTEM;  SYSTEM  OF  TUBLIC  STATIONS; 

11  NATIONAL  MEMBERSinr  OIJGANIZATION 

12  Sec.  403.  Section  397  of  the  Communications  Act  of 

13  1934  is  amended  b}-  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
l^  ing  new  paragraphs : 

15  ''(12)  The  term  'interconnection  s^^stem'  means  the  use 

16  of  interconnection  facilities  for  the  distribution  of  programs 

17  to  public  television  or  radio  stations,  which  may  include  the 

18  selection  and  scheduling  of  programs  for  such  distribution. 

19  "  (^'^)    The  term  'system  of  public  broadcast  stations' 

20  means  any  two  or  more  pul)lic  television  or  radio  stations 

21  acting  cooperatively,  either  on  a  formal  or  informal  basis, 

22  lf>  ])roduce,  acquire,  or  distribute   (by  means  of  inlerconnec- 

23  tion  or  otherwise)  programs,  or  for  other  nuitual  programing 

24  and  related  activities. 
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1  "(14:)     The    term    'national    nienihership    organization' 

2  means  a  nonprofit  corporation  or  organization  designated  to 

3  represent  public  television   or  radio   licenses   for   purposes 

4  of  this  part  by  a  majority  of  such  licensees  eligi))le  to  receive 

5  grants  from  the  Corporation  under  section  396  (k)  (5). 

6  '^  (^^)    The   term   'Secretary'  means   the   Secretary   of 

7  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.". 

8  EDITOEIALIZING 

9  Sec.  404.    (a)   Section  399(a)    of  the  Communications 

10  Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  inserting  ''licensed  to  any  gov- 

11  ernmental  agency  or  instrumentahty"  after   "station". 

12  (b)    Section  399(b)  (5)    of  the  Communications  Act 

13  of  1934  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Secretary"  and  in- 

14  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "Corporation". 

15  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

16  Sec.  405.   (a)  (1)   Part  IV  title  III  of  the  Communi- 
1^7  cations  Act  of  1934  is  amended  by  redesignating  subpart  C 

18  as  subpart  D. 

19  (2)  The  heading  for  subpart  D  of  part  IV  of  title  III 

20  of  the  (■ommuTiications  Act  of  1934,  as  so  redesignated  in 

21  paragraph  ( 1) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

22  "Subpart  D— Geneial". 

23  (b)(1)     Sections    397(10)  (A),    397(10)  (B),    397 

24  (11),   and  399  of  the  Communications  Act  of   1934  are 

25  amcjided  b}-  striking  out  "noncommercial  e«lucational"  each 
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2  place    it    appears    therein    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof 

2  "pubHc". 

3  (2)   Sections  397(9),  397(10)  (A),  and  397(11)   of 

4  the  Communications  Act  of  1934  are  amended  by  striking 

5  out  "educational"  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  insert- 
Q  ing  in  lieu  thereof  ''public". 

7  (3)   Section  397(10)  (B)   of  the  Communications  Act 

3  of  1934  is  amended  by  striking  out  "educational"  the  second, 

9  third,  and  fourth  places  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 

IQ  thereof  "public". 

11  (4)    Section  398  of  the  Connnunications  Act  of  1934 

12  is  amended  by  striking  out  "educational"  the  first  and  third 

13  places    it   appears    therein    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof 

14  "public". 

15  (c)  Section  397  (6)  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934 

16  is  amended  by  striking  out  "subpart  B"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

17  tliereof  "subpart  C". 

18  EFFECTIVE  DATES 

19  Sec.  406.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  take  efTect 

20  on  October  1,  1978,  except  that  the  provisions  of  sections 

21  1 02,  201 ,  and  303,  and  the  provisions  of  section  390  (k)  ( 1 ) 

22  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934  (as  amended  by  section 

23  308) ,  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 

24  Act. 
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Mr.  Van  Deerlin.  I  believe  Dr.  Harmaii  would  like  to  lead  oil",  but 
due  to  a  schedulino^  conflict,  he  can  be  with  us  only  a  brief  time.  There- 
fore, any  questions  for  Dr.  Ilarman  should  be  addressed  to  him  im- 
mediately following  his  prepared  statement,  and  we  will  save  our 
"roundhouse  rights''  for  the  man  who  remains. 

STATEMENT  OF  SIDNEY  HARMAN,  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF 

COMMERCE 

Mr.  Harmax.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you  also  for  that 
quite  unexepected  bit  of  ambiguity.  Your  "roundliouse  rights,"  I  think, 
are  yours  constitutionally,  as  well  as  socially.  I  am  delighted  really,  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  visit  with  your  subcommittee  as  the  spokesman 
for  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

I  do  regard  my  visit  with  the  subcommittee  today  as  essentially  a 
symbolic  act.  We  are  inheriting  Avhat  I  regard  as  one  of  the  most  con- 
sequential long-range  and  significant  roles  in  the  period  of  the  next 
several  decades  as  a  consequence  of  the  reorganization  plan,  and  it  is 
my  hope  and  expectation,  and  certainly  my  determination,  that  the 
Department  will  work  cooperatively  and  constructively  with  your  sub- 
committee, not  alone  on  this  critical  issue,  but  on  many  matters  that 
deal  with  communications  and  information  policy  over  the  years. 

As  you  w^ell  know,  the  Department  of  Commerce  has  been  engaged 
actively,  it  is  among  its  principal  responsibilities  to  communicate 
fundamental  information  dealing  with  such  broad-ranging  material 
as  census  statistical  data,  trade  information,  technical  information, 
and  now,  as  we  look  to  the  assumption  of  these  new  responsibilities,  it 
will  be  our  expectation  again  to  deal  with  them  in  a  totally  cooperative 
and  responsible  Avay. 

There  are  few  areas  that  would  more  properly  command  the  atten- 
tion and  respect  of  this  committee  and  the  American  public  than  the 
field  of  public  broadcasting.  Surely  as  we  consider  the  expanding 
character  of  our  society,  the  need  for  an  alert,  creative,  growing  public 
broadcasting  mechanism  is  absolutely  mandatory.  It  is  the  purpose  of 
this  legislation  to  make  it  coherent,  to  make  it  more  responsive  to  the 
need. 

The  proposed  legislation,  I  am  aware,  is  the  product  of  the  effort  of 
the  Office  of  Telecommunications  Policv,  the  Domestic  Office  of  the 
White  House,  the  work  of  the  HEW.  Office  of  the  0MB,  and  of  course, 
it  has  drawn  very  heavily  on  the  work  of  this  subcommittee  in  your 
hearings  as  recently  as  September.  I  am,  of  course,  quite  new  to  our 
responsibilities.  I  look  forward  to  them  eagerly. 

It  is  my  feeling,  having  read  the  proposed  legislation,  that  it  is  in- 
tended to  be  very  responsive  to  the  material  developed  during  your 
hearings.  Its  purpose  surely  is  to  make  public  broadcasting  more 
responsive  to  the  public  need,  to  increase  the  opportunities  for  genuine 
minority  participation  in  that  arena,  to  improve  the  technological 
capabilities  of  public  bi'oadcasting,  and,  in  general,  to  exrand  and  en- 
large and  nourish  this  facility  in  such  a  way  as  to  properly  insulate  it 
from  political  and  other  considerations. 

I  know  that  these  are  concerns  that  have  been  strong  in  your  think- 
ing, strong  in  the  thinking  of  the  subcommittee,  and  it  is  my  earnest 
expectation  that  w^hen  the  process  has  been  completed,  legislation  w411 
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exist  which  is  totally  and  consistently  responsive  to  those  needs,  ex- 
pressed both  by  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  your  subcommittee,  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

I  do  look  forward,  as  long  as  I  am  able  to  stay  this  morning,  to  the 
statement  by  Frank  Lloyd  and  to  his  response  to  the  more  substantive 
questions  which  may  arise  as  a  consequence  of  that  statement.  I  am 
very  pleased,  indeed,  to  visit  witli  you  this  moriung,  and  I  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  make  that  introductory  comment. 

[Mr.  Harman's  prepared  statement  follows :] 

Statement  of  Sidney  Harman,  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  aDi  appearing  ]>efore  yon  {od^\y  in  recognition  of  the  new  re- 
sponsibilities given  to  the  Department  of  Comii;pree  by  Keorganization  Plan  No. 
1  as  the  Administration's  chief  spokesperson  on  communications  policy.  In  this 
new  role.  I  hope  that  my  presence  here  marks  the  beginning  of  a  long  and  truit- 
ful  relationship  with  your  Subcommittee.  The  Department  is  eager  to  work  with 
you  on  this  matter  as  well  as  the  many  other  critical  issues  which  confront  us 
in  the  complex  area  of  corauiunications  and  information  policy. 

As  you  know,  the  Department  of  Comineree  has  long  been  concerned  with  the 
distribution  of  information  as  a  public  good  that  m?.8lit  not  otherwise  be  readily 
available.  Census  and  economic  data,  information  on  technical  standards,  and  the 
National  Technical  Information  Service  are  examples  of  the  assistance  we  have 
provided  over  the  years.  Public  broadcasting  is  a  servic*^  whicli  provides  yet  an- 
other source  of  valuable  information  desired  by  the  American  publi"  and  which 
is  in  need  of  Federal  support  to  realize  its  full  potential. 

The  Public  broadcasting  legislation  was  drafted  by  the  OflSce  of  Telecommu- 
nications Policy,  in  consultation  with  the  White  House  Domestic  Policy  Staff, 
the  Oiiice  of  Management  and  Budget,  and  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  \s  elfare.  I  understand  that  they  drew  heavily  on  the  Options  Papers  pre- 
pared by  this  Subcommittee  and  on  the  Subcommittee's  hearings,  notably  those 
in  September. 

Because  the  communications  responsibility  came  so  recently  co  Commerce.  T 
will  not  discuss  the  details  of  the  progr.'im.  I  wouivl,  however,  like  to  note  whnt 
the  President  stated  are  among  the  major  benefits  of  the  Administration's  pro- 
posal. It — 

Assures  long-range  funding  for  greater  insula  Lion     r^A  better  planning; 
Provides  mechanisms  for  greater  accountability  to  the  public  at  the  hx'al 
level ; 

Strengthens  tae  quality  and  quantity  of  first-rate  ds  mestic  programming; 
Encourages  minorities  and  V:  omou  to  take  a  more  active  role  in  ihe  design 
of  public  broadcastin::: ; 
Allows  for  th:*  development  oi  j^ew  technologies  and  services;  and 
Reduces  overlap  and  creates  p  more  efficient  public  broadcasting  system. 
To  discuss  the  program  in  detail  I  would  like  to  introduce  Frank  Lloyd,  a 
consultant  to  the  Office  o?  Telecommunications  Policy,  who  played  a  key  rolo  in 
helping  the  President  develop  this  program.  Mr.  Lloyd  will  present  a  background 
statement  for  the  record  on  the  President's  message  to  Congress  and  this  bill, 
and  will  answer  any  questions  yon  have. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlix,  Thank  you,  Dr  Hannan.  T  know  that  vve  Avill 
be  ^ettin^  down  more  to  spet  iiVs  in  the  sta(OJvi?ut  hy  and  quostionf  put 
to  Mr.  I.loyd.  I  suppose  that  if  there  were  any  main  impression  left 
with  some  of  us  when  the  proposed  White  Hou.  e  bill  and  the  P^-^^i- 
dent's  message  accompany inf(  it  arrived  on  Ciipitol  Hill,  it  was  that 
the  messap^o  was  a  superb  ono,  that  it  touched  on  many  of  ri.e  issues 
t}:at  have  Un-n  plngning  public  broadcastin<j:. 

The  bill  itself  .seemed  to  go  only  part  way  in  addressing  Hie  various 
strong  points  that  were  made  in  thv^  message.  I  know  that  the  biM  is 
otrcred  only  :is  a  beginning.  Tt  is  ;  ing  to  1)0  woi-kod  over  in  the  usuat 
manner  hen-.  F  would  express  (he  li(>')e  mv.sc^lf  HiMi  some  of  the  points 
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jnado  in  the  message  mi^ht  be  better  articulated  in  the  legislation 
itself. 

You  are  o])vious]y  where  you  are  becjnise  you  ai-e  a  snocessful  busi- 
nessman. I  am  sure  the  qualities  of  a  competent  or^iiinizer  were  a  <^reat 
deal  of  what  recommended  you  to  the  administration  in  offering  you 
this  post.  As  a  businessman  who  is  accustomed  to  accountability  from 
everyone  who  works  for  hhn,  are  you  satisfied  that  CPB  and  PBS 
and  the  local  stations,  and  all  the  entities  involved  at  the  various  stages 
of  the  fundin<j  of  public  broadcastin<r  are  properly  delineated?  Do  you 
share  some  of  the  feelino-  that  there  has  been  overlappinir  which  is 
not  helpful  and  which,  if  anything,  raises  jjrol^lems  that  need  not  be 
there  ? 

Mr.  Harman.  I  agree  with  that  question  that  the  principle  of  ac- 
countability needs  to  be  one  of  the  primary  considerations  as  you  ap- 
proach this  material.  I  agree  beyond  that  that  during  the  last  number 
of  years  there  has  been  ample  evidence,  there  has  been  confusion  and 
overlap,  and  as  a  consequence  of  that  not  only  the  difticulty  of  account- 
ability in  mechanical  expression,  but  I  think,  as  an  almost  inevitable 
consequence  of  that  confusion  the  lack  of  the  clarity  which  is,  in  a 
sense,  derivative  of  any  circumstance  in  which  confusion  and  lack  of 
clarity  exists.  So  the  need  you  refer  to  is  one  I  do  identify  and  agree 
with  you  totally  about. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlix,  Under  the  new  office  being  created  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  will  this  new  Assistant  Secretary  have  a  hand  in 
administration  policy  toward  public  broadcasting? 

Mr.  Harmax.  I  expect  them  to  have  a  very  significant  hand  and  a 
creative  mind. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Mr.  Gore  ? 

Mr.  Gore.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Is  it  appropriate  to  ask  about 
these  funding  levels  at  this  point  ? 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  I  believe  that  is  more  the  tj^pe  of  questioning  that 
Mr.  Lloyd  is  prepared  to  handle. 

Mr.  Gore.  I  will  withhold  then. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  All  right. 

Mr.  Harmax.  Mr.  Gore,  I  thank  you.  On  another  occasion  I  would 
be  very  responsive  to  questions  about  funding  levels.  I  have  read  the 
material,  I  am  certainly  aware  of  it.  Mr.  Lloyd  is,  of  course,  the 
principal  architect  of  this  work.  He  has  long  and  considerable  ex- 
perience in  the  area,  and  I  would  be  most  eager  to  have  him  be  re- 
sponsive to  the  substantive  questions  today.  But  I  will  be  eager  for 
you  not  to  have  the  impression  that  this  is  not  a  matter  of  considerable 
interest  to  me. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Mr.  Waxman  ? 

Mr.  Waxmax,  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Dr.  Harman,  the  only 
thing  I  would  like  to  say  to  you  is  that  I  appreciate  this  bill  from  the 
administration  giving  a  real  commitment  to  public  broadcasting,  pro- 
viding for  a  long-term  funding  so  that  it  can  remove  public  broadcast- 
ing from  political  pressures  and  also  could  assist  them  in  their  planning 
for  the  use  of  their  resources  for  the  very  purposes  the  Congress 
envisioned,  the  w^hole  scheme  of  public  broadcasting.  I  am  very  pleased 
with  the  bill,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  those  of 
our  staff  to  make  this  the  kind  of  bill  the  administration  has  in  mind 
and  I  think  the  Congress  is  very  receptive  to. 
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Mr.  Harmax.  Mr.  Waxman,  I  am  most  appreciative  of  that  generous 
observation.  I  can  think  of  few  more  sifrnificant  in  the  years  ahead  than 
the  strengthening  of  public  broadcasting  and  the  delivery  to  it,  the 
facility  to  give  full  expression  to  its  responsibilities. 

Mr.  Waxmax.  Thank  you,  and  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Marks. 

Mr.  Marks.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  no  questions  for  Dr. 
Harman,  but  I  do  want  to  join  the  others  in  welcoming  you.  I  am 
looking  forward  to  a  very  fine  relationship  with  you  personally,  and 
to  tell  you  that  I  envy  you  your  new  position. 

Mr.  Harmax.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Mr.  Moore  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Any  staff  questions  for  Dr.  Harman  ? 

Mr.  Shooshax.  No,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  You  have  just  had  the  most  beautiful  10  minutes 
that  anyone  can  remember  before  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Harmax.  I  suppose,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  better  cherish  them 
whole  I  have  them. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Very  nice  to  have  you  here  to  present  this  general 
subject  to  us,  and  we  hope  to  have  you  back,  Dr.  Harman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Harmax.  Thank  you  very  much.  If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  sit 
for  awhile  and  listen  as  long  as  I  can  to  Mr.  Lloyd's  material. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  You  will  indulge  in  the  learning  process  now? 

Mr.  Harmax.  That  is  what  I  am  here  for. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Mr.  Lloyd. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  LLOYD,  CONSULTANT,  OFFICE  OF  TELE- 
COMMUNICATIONS POLICY,  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESI- 
DENT, ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROBERT  SACHS,  CONSULTANT 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  appearing  here  today  to  provide 
your  subcommittee  with  whatever  background  information  you  desire 
on  the  President's  October  6  message  to  Congress  on  public  broad- 
casting and  the  proposed  legislation,  H.R.  9620,  that  accompanied  it. 

I  have  a  prepared  statement,  quite  a  lengthy  statement,  which  at- 
tempts to  provide  some  of  the  background  of  the  administration's 
thinking  behind  its  proposals,  and  I  want  to  introduce  that  into  the 
record. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Of  course,  it  will  be  accepted  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  would  like  to  summarize  it  briefly  and  then  move  to 
answering  your  questions.  The  first  thing  I  would  like  to  strevSS  is  the 
President's  personal  commitment  to  this  message  to  the  Congress,  and 
to  the  principles  contained  within  it:  The  continuation  of  advance 
year  funding,  and  to  improve  on  the  ways  that  funding  for  public 
broadcasting  is  spent. 

Many  persons  within  the  administration  worked  on  the  policy  op- 
tions put  l)ofore  the  President,  but  the  decisions  made  and  message 
reflecting  them  are  his.  I  think  you  are  very  right  to  focus  on  the  mes- 
sage. The  bill  must  reflect,  to  the  fullest  extent  possible,  the  President's 
intention  in  that  message.  Th(»  message  is  very  strongly  his,  and  if  we 
have  not  saiccoeded  in  any  way  in  carrying  that  thi'ough,  we  look  to  the 
committee  for  its  help  in  making  sure  those  intentions  are  carried  for- 
ward in  the  legislation. 
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We  fully  briefod  the  President  on  these  issues.  Tliis  effoi't  included 
persons  from  OTP,  OMB,  and  the  White  House  Domestic  Policy 
Staff,  includino^  Kobert  Sachs,  who  is  sitting  with  me  this  morning, 
who  is  known  to  this  committee  in  the  })ast,  and  who  will  Ik*  doing 
much  of  the  followup  briefing  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin.  As  long  as  we  are  making  a  formal  record,  we 
will  acknowledge  that  he  is  favorably  known  to  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Thank  you. 

This  is  not  just  a  recent  concern  and  interest  of  the  President.  As 
Governor  of  Georgia  he  was  a  strong  supporter  of  the  State  public 
broadcasting  network  and  increased  its  funding  to  reach  all  citizens 
of  that  State.  He  supported  a  strong  role  for  the  State  public  system 
in  commentary  and  coverage  of  governmental  affairs,  including  the 
impetus  from  the  Governor  of  nightly  reports  on  the  State  legislature 
while  it  was  in  session. 

During  the  Presidential  campaign.  President  Carter  pledged  to  con- 
tinue support  for  public  broadcasting  and  to  increase  its  autonomy. 
This  promise,  as  you  have  noted,  became  the  first  major  communica- 
tions policy  initiative  launched  under  his  administration. 

The  process  in  which  I  engaged  since  last  February  in  preparing 
options  for  the  President  drew  heavily  on  the  research  of  the  subcom- 
mittee staff  as  reflected  in  its  options  paper  on  public  broadcasting. 
After  our  options  for  the  President  were  prepared,  we  discussed  them 
throughout  the  past  summer  with  your  subcommittee  staff,  with  the 
staff  of  the  Senate  Communications  Subcommittee,  and  many  other 
interested  parties,  including  consumers,  minority  interests,  women,  in- 
dustry spokespersons,  and  those  from  the  educational  field.  AVe  also 
w^orked  closely  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  on  matters  relevant  to  their  jurisdiction. 

The  oversight  discussions  your  subcommittee  held  in  September  were 
of  great  assistance  to  us.  Not  only  did  we  have  the  full  public  record 
of  3  days  of  testimony  on  the  issues  that  were  before  both  this  sub- 
committee and  the  President,  but  we  also  invited  the  public  station 
management  personnel  and  the  independent  and  the  station  producers 
who  w^ere  here  for  the  hearings  to  come  to  the  White  House  to  ex- 
plain to  them  the  proposals  we  were  studying  and  to  get  their  re- 
actions directly — from  both  the  creative  community  and  the  public 
stations  in  the  field,  not  simply  their  Washington  representatives. 

Minority  ownership  of  public  stations  was  the  subject  of  a  separate 
White  House  meeting  held  by  an  administration  task  force  looking  at 
minority  ownership  of  communications  generally.  There  is  no  question 
that  we  changed,  moved,  molded,  and  perfected  our  positions  over  the 
past  7  months  based  upon  this  process  and  these  meetings.  And  I  want 
to  stress  that  this  administration  regards  this  open  process  as  a  con- 
tinuing one.  We  realize  fully  that  the  President's  message  to  Congress 
is  only  the  beginning  of  an  even  more  focused  and  intensive  process  of 
amendment  and  fine  tuning  in  both  houses  of  Congress.  This  was  one 
reason  for  the  President's  decision  to  send  this  message  and  legislation 
to  Congress  now,  with  the  full  knowledge  that  no  formal  subcommittee 
or  full  committee  action  could  be  taken  until  next  year.  It  is  our  hope 
that  in  the  coming  weeks  we  can  fully  discuss  with  your  staff  and  with 
individual  members  of  the  subcommittee  any  questions  that  you  may 
have  until  you  are  fully  satisfied  this  proposal  represents  a  significant 
step  forward  for  public  broadcasting  in  this  country. 
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As  I  stated,  the  President  is  fully  committed  to  the  goals  and  recom- 
mendations in  his  message,  but  we  remain  open  to  statutory  adjust- 
ments to  clarify  the  bill's  intent  and  improve  its  operation.  We  are  also 
working  on  that  with  the  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting,  the 
Public  Broadcasting  Service,  National  Public  Radio,  and  others,  and 
have  received  suggestions  as  to  areas  in  which  further  clarification 
would  be  helpful. 

We  are  already  committed  to  two  technical  amendments  to  this  bill 
by  January.  One  will  specify  the  manner  in  which  the  Equal  Employ- 
ment Opportunity  lav>'s  will  be  monitored  and  enforced  as  to  CPB 
and  its  grantees.  This  was  omitted,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  your  request  in 
order  to  allow  the  interagency  task  force,  created  after  your  hearings, 
to  grapple  with  this  problem,  and  we  understand  it  is  planning  to  issue 
a  report  on  that  in  December. 

The  second  technical  amendment  wdll  determine  whether  HEW  or 
CPB  should  administer  the  facilities  grants  made  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  proposed  transfer  of  the  Educational  Broadcasting  Facilities  Pro- 
gram from  HEW  to  CPB.  HEW  and  CPB  could  not  agree  on  this 
point  during  the  legislative  drafting  process.  0MB  has  asked  each  to 
send  a  representative  to  work  with  us  on  this,  and  your  subcommit- 
tee's participation  in  resolving  this  would  be  most  welcome. 

It  is  our  understanding  the  subcommittee  will  hold  formal  legisla- 
tive hearings  in  January,  at  which  the  administration  will  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  more  fully  present  its  views  and  the  subcommittee  can 
hear  from  other  witnesses.  We  hope  by  that  time  we  will  be  agreed  with 
your  staff  as  well  as  with  others  on  clarifying  or  additional  amend- 
ments to  this  bill  to  make  sure  it  is  one  we  can  all  support. 

As  Under  Secretary  Harman  has  stated,  the  President's  message,  we 
believe,  clearly  addresses  the  issues  raised  by  the  subcommittee's  option 
papers  and  oversight  hearings,  and  you  have  confirmed  that  this  morn- 
ing. The  message  addresses  greater  insulation,  better  planning,  in- 
creased cooperation  and  decreased  duplication,  minimized  overhead 
cost,  increased  funds  for  programs,  a  service  that  reaches  more  Ameri- 
cans, greater  journalistic  freedom  for  public  broadcasters,  more  access 
and  freedom  to  experiment  for  the  creative  community — including 
independent  producers — the  flexibility  to  use  new  technologies,  in- 
creased participation  of  women  and  minorities,  greater  public  account- 
ability at  the  local  level,  and  better  coordination  of  Federal  dollars  for 
public  broadcasting  from  various  sources. 

In  many  of  these  areas  the  President  has  determined  not  to  propose 
legislative  solutions  in  the  detail  suggested  by  some  witnesses  before 
you  during  your  hearings. 

The  President  has  attempted  to  address  public  broadcasters  as  well 
through  his  message  to  Congress,  in  the  expectation  that  a  clear  signal 
and  Presidential  concern  for  access  and  administrative  waste  can, 
itself,  stimulate  constructive  change. 

We  believe  that  legislation  alone  would  be  unsuccessful  without  a 
clear  signal  from  both  the  administration  and  Congress  of  their  intent 
in  many  areas  in  which  detailed  attempts  to  inaudate  specific  struc- 
tures and  decisions  over  a  multiyear  period  would  be  unduly 
restrictive. 

But  neither  has  the  President  accepted  the  view  many  stated  during 
your  hearings  that  no  legislation  was  necessary,  that  more  money  was 
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simply  the  answer,  and  that  the  system  could  take  care  of  all  of  its 
problems  if  that  issii'.-  were  resolved.  An  example  is  one  of  the  central 
issues  of  your  hearings — the  proper  rationale  and  role  of  the  three 
separate  entities,  CVB,  VBS,  and  NPR,  at  the  national  level  of  pnljlic 
broadcasting.  The  President  has  resisted  the  contention  that  only  by 
total  surgery,  with  either  complete  centralization  of  programing  au- 
thority in  a  sinirle  entity,  or  by  total  transfer  of  all  functions  from 
CPB  to  the  licensee  institutions — PBS  and  NPR — could  a  workable 
system  be  created. 

He  has,  instead,  proposed  that  a  bill  institutionalize  a  process  of 
cooperation,  consultation,  and  partnership  between  CPP.  and  the  li- 
censees in  all  phases  of  systems  de\'elopment  but  in  a  process  that  still 
j)reserves  the  benefits  of  diversity.  Tins  bill  institutionalizes  the  con- 
cept of  a  paitnership  for  all  areas  of  systems  development,  including 
an  allocation  of  community  service  grants  to  local  stations  and  alloca- 
tion of  national  programing  dollars. 

But  more  than  simply  institutionalizing  this  process,  H.R.  9620 
makes  several  changes  responsive  to  other  specific  concerns  raised  at 
ycur  hearings.  My  prepared  testimony  explains  each  of  these  in  detail. 
I  will  bimply  list  each  of  tliem  quickly,  and  leave  tlie  details  of  how 
this  is  carried  out  to  your  questions. 

Changes  made  by  the  legislation  will  be  iis  follows:  First,  priorities 
for  allocation  of  Federal  resources  are  required  to  be  set  by  the  system 
in  a  cooperative  endeavor  on  an  advance,  5-year  basis,  updated  an- 
nually in  CPB's  report  to  Congres^s.  This  is  a  response  to  criticisms 
heard  ofteri  at  your  hearings  about  the  ad  hoc  nature  of  decisions  in 
public  broadcasting  arid  the  lack  of  futuie  planning. 

Second,  public  radio  is  recognized  statutorily  as  a  full  partner  with 
public  television  in  this  cooperative  planijing  process.  This  applies  to 
some  arguments  jnade  at  your  hearings  that  NPR  is  caughi:  in  the 
middle  between  only  Uxo  real  partners  in  the  public  broadcasting  en- 
deavor, CPB  and  PBS. 

Third,  the  radio  and  television  licensees  are  eaoli  given  the  power  to 
select  two  member--  of  the  CPB  Bo^irl.  This  further  inst'tutionalizes 
a  cooperative  j^ocess  by  also  increasi-io-  CPB's  insulaf  on  from  total 
political  control  of  appointments.  A  pulib-^ck  in  political  appoinfjnent 
power  has  been  recommended  many  times,  even  by  the  or'g'nal 
Carnegie  Commission,  and  was  repeated  at  your  hearings  by  Dr.  Kil- 
lian,  the  Chairman  of  that  Commission. 

Fourth.  +]ie  manner  in  which  CPB  makes  programing  allocation^ 
throu^-h  this  coo])e]ative.  process  would  be  altered  L-a^islatively.  CPB 
would  act  as  a  model  public  broadcasting  foundation  or  endowment 
makino-  annual  or  multiyear  grants  for  categories  of  programing  to  a 
variety  of  production  entities,  but  w^ould  not  be  involved  in  the  process 
of  selection  or  creation  of  individual  programs  or  series  wiihin  those 
catCiTories.  This  answers  the  call  by  many  nt  your  hearings  for  CPB 
to  refocus  its  attention  on  long-range  ovei sight  and  planning,  lathor 
than  the  day-to-day,  script-to-])ilot  program-to  seiies  development 
foi'  which  there  is  aniph^  talent  elsewhere,  both  within  and  outside  the 
public  system. 

I  have,  in  my  testimony,  ofone  into  some  detail  as  to  how  this  system 
of  programing  grants  would  work.  T  am  sure  there  will  be  questions 
on  it,  but  we  can  come  back  to  that  in  response  to  your  questions. 
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Fifth,  this  cooperative  process  must  be  carried  out  in  a  manner  that 
will  minimize  CPB's  administrative  costs.  This  is  another  serious  con- 
cern raised  throughout  your  hearings.  The  administration  firmly  be- 
lieves that  through  operation  on  a  foundation  bloc  grant  funding 
model  the  Corporation  should  be  able  to  achieve  significant  cost  sav- 
ings. AVe  believe  CPB  can  design  a  program  grant  and  production 
process  that  is  rational,  works  to  set  broad  goals  and  incentives,  and 
shifts  the  major  portion  of  the  creative  programing  process  outside 
of  CPB. 

CPB  can  also,  through  this  process,  shift  much  of  the  burden  of  its 
existing  program-related  operating  tasks,  such  as  audience  research, 
public  relations,  and  legal  advice  on  programing  issues  out  of  CPB  to 
the  licensee-based  institutions.  Again,  I  have  given  examples  of  this 
in  my  testimony.  I  believe  that  this  message  has  been  sent  very  strongly 
to  the  Corporation,  not  only  from  the  President's  message,  but  through 
the  Senate  confirmation  hearings  last  week  of  Gillian  Sorenson  and 
Sharon  Rockefeller  where  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Communica- 
tions Subcommittee  stated  this  message  quite  strongly. 

We  believe  more  drastic  measures,  such  as  earmarking  the  adminis- 
trative costs  of  CPB,  or  setting  a  specific  personnel  ceiling  for  CPB, 
are  not  necessary,  and  that  rational  determinations  will  be  made 
through  a  positive  response  by  the  men  and  women  who  sit  on  the  CPB 
board.  We  recognize,  however,  that  you  and  the  Senate  will  want  to 
reexamine  this  question  and  determine  whether  any  more  specific 
course  is  both  effective  and  proper. 

Sixth,  radio  and  television  programing  for  national  distribution  is 
given  a  specific  statutory  allocation  within  the  planning  process.  The 
percentage  set  aside  for  programs  intended  for  national  distribution 
is  set  so  as  to  insure  ample  funds  for  local  programing  as  well.  This 
need  for  domestically  produced,  high  quality  programing,  of  the  same 
stature  as  imported  programing,  was  a  theme  repeated  throughout 
your  hearings.  The  President  firmly  believes  this  is  a  special  and  in- 
tended role  for  a  significant  portion  of  the  Federal  funds.  I  have, 
again,  in  my  testimony,  done  some  detailed  calculations  as  to  how  much 
this  statutory  allocation  is,  in  fact,  of  the  total  public  broadcasting 
revenues.  The  25  percent  set  aside  comes  to  approximately  one-twelfth 
of  the  total  system  revenues  in  any  given  year.  Tf  the  stations  meet 
the  President's  call  to  match  those  "dollars  with  their  own  dollars  for 
national  programing,  that  would  be  one-sixth  of  the  total  system  rev- 
enues for  that  purpose.  Again,  we  can  go  through  those  figures  in 
detail  to  ascertain  how  much,  in  fact,  is  left  for  local  programing.  We 
feel  that  ample  is  left.  In  fact,  that  amount  is  increased.  AVe  think 
that  without  this  set  aside,  we  will  simply  nevei-  be  able  to  foster 
America's  creative  talent  and  provide  it  with  a  national  showcase.  We 
saw  what  could  be  done  with  this  talent  2  weeks  ago,  when  for  the 
first  time  a  PBS-distributed  production,  the  American  Short  Story 
series,  was  sold  to  the  BBC  for  $70,000. 

We  hope  that  in  the  future,  Avith  this  aggreiratio]i  of  funding,  we 

ran  continue  to  produce  programs  of  this  (juality  that  we  can  begin 

to  export,  rather  than  importing  so  much  of  our  public  programing. 

The  seventh  chantre  contained  in  the  legislation  wonld  provide  that 

public  bi-oadcasting's  own  planning  process  would  now  include  fa- 
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cilities  funds  formerly  {idininistercd  by  HEW  as  well  as  the  national 
program  funds,  the  community  service  grants,  and  other  public  sys- 
tem funding  elements.  A^ain,  we  feel  that  this  will  provide  Ix'tter 
coordination  and  ])lannin<j:,  a  key  issue  in  your  hearings.  Again,  I 
have  gone  through,  in  my  testimony,  the  other  changes  this  pait  of 
the  legislation  makes,  such  as  setting  priorities  for  the  use  of  these 
facilities  funds, for  extension  of  service  and  minority  ownership,  ojH^n- 
ing  this  program  to  planning  grants,  and  opening  the  program  to 
non broadcast  technology. 

But  I  want  to  underline  that  I  believe  at  your  hearings  every  wit- 
ness on  this  subject  testified  that  the  first  priority  must  be  to  com- 
plete coverage  to  all  American  citizens,  to  the  extent  feasible,  of  public 
television  and  ]niblic  radio.  Only  50  percent  of  the  American  public 
today  receive  what  is  considered  a  good  or  acceptable  public  televi- 
sion signal,  and  only  60  percent  can  get  a  public  radio  station.  We 
are  proposing  to  put  an  additional  Si  billion  into  a  system  that  one- 
half  the  taxpayers  simply  cannot  receive.  We  believe  that  without  a 
coherent,  comprehensive  plan  from  the  public  broadcasting  commu- 
nity itself  as  to  achieving  this  goal  of  coverage,  it  makes  no  sense 
to  make  this  commitment.  The  two  must  be  together ;  the  two  must  be 
intertwined. 

Eighth,  through  this  legislation,  the  local  public  will  have  in- 
creased opportunity  for  participation  in  the  system's  planning  proc- 
ess. I  want  to  underline  that  Ave  believe  strongly  that  the  account- 
ability in  this  overall  planning  process  must  be  by  the  local  stations 
to  the  local  communities,  not  only  for  what  they  produce  locally,  but 
for  the  decisions  they  make  as  to  the  allocation  of  national  programs 
to  meet  local  needs.  By  opening  board  meetings,  and  by  opening  fi- 
nancial records  of  local  stations  to  their  local  communities,  we  see 
a  new  pai-tnership  emerging  at  that  level  that  is  the  best  form  of 
accountability,  rather  than  for  us  in  the  administration  or  for  Con- 
gress to  try,  on  a  detailed  day-to-day  basis,  to  set  and  form  public 
broadcasting's  specific  priorities. 

We  would  like  to  provide  the  basis  ,for  the  public,  the  local  com- 
munity, to  be  able  to  do  that  with  the  stations,  and  through  the 
stations,  to  the  national  planning  process. 

Finally,  two  more  points  change  under  this  legislation.  Xinth,  CPT^ 
and  its  grantees  must  undertake  affirmative  efforts  to  insure  partici- 
pation of  women  and  minorities  in  their  activities.  As  I  have  said, 
we  look  to  you  for  your  guidance  on  this. 

Tenth,  CPB  will  be  required  to  inventory  funds  granted  to  public 
broadcasting  by  Federal  agencies  so  that  we  can  have,  and  the  com- 
mittee can  have,  some  idea  of  how  much  this  money  is,  what  it  is 
being  used  for,  and  more  importantly,  so  that  producers  within  the 
system  and  independent  producers  can  find  a  single  door  to  which  to 
go  to  find  this  information.  As  was  testified  at  your  hearings,  it  is 
currently  impossible  to  find  that  door,  to  find  information  on  Fed- 
eral agency  funding. 

I  will  also  answer  any  questions  you  wish  on  the  potential  removal 
of  the  editorializing  provisions  on  public  broadcasting  to  further  its 
journalistic  independence. 
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Having  stated  all  of  these  points,  I  must  close  by  addressing  the 
question,  yes,  but  it  will  really  work?  Should  there  not  really  be  a 
single  czar  in  public  broadcasting,  one  place  we  could  go — or  should 
we  not  D'^oTJose  to  move  it  all  out  of  CPB  ?  Why  should  we  not  go  one 
of  those  two  directions?  We  have  studied  this  issue  long  and  hard, 
and  have  looked  carefully  at  those  altrrnatives.  We  believe  we  should 
support  a  strengthening,  a  rationalization  of  an  existing  system,  but 
try  to  make  it  work  better.  We  are  not  sure  this  will  work.  We  do 
know  the  present  system  is  not  working  adequately,  and  we  believe 
these  steps  will  establish  a  new  relationship.  But  in  order  to  meet  the 
problem,  there  is  always  an  inescapable  risk  this  program  will  not 
achi'^ve  those  goals.  This  is  why  we  have  proposed  to  level  the  funding 
for  public  broadcasting  after  2  years  of  increased  authorizations  in 
this  legislation. 

We  know  that  public  broadcasting  will  argue  for  increased  funding 
for  the  last  3  years  of  the  bill  simply  based  on  inflation.  But  we 
believe  that  a  leveled  authorization  for  those  3  years  is  the  best  alterna- 
tive, either  to  now  enacting  ever  increasing  authorizations  without  a 
clear  and  comprehensive  plan  for  public  broadcasting's  future  develop- 
meiii,  or  on  tlie  other  hand,  breaking  the  valuable  principle  of  advance 
year  authorization  to  allow  public  broadcasters  a  base  for  planning  and 
confidence  in  their  future. 

Finally,  we  have  not  attempted  to  address  by  legislation,  as  I  stated, 
every  conce>]i  raised  by  the  subcommittee's  hearings.  There  are  cer- 
tain areas  in  which  it  may  be  difficult  to  legislate  creatively  and  flexi- 
bly. You  cannot  legislate  creativity.  Youi'an  legislate  a  process  which 
you  hope  will  rpsult  in  creativity.  You  cannot  legislate  the  use  of  new 
technology.  You  can  legislate  a  process  which  encourages  and  fosters 
and  stimulates  it. 

The  publir^  broadcasting  satellite  system,  and  access  to  }t,  for  ex- 
ample, is  an  issue  which  may  l>e  impervious  to  specific  legislation  over 
a  S-year  period.  Wo  have,  as  stated  in  my  testimony.  hopj?d  that  the 
Carnegie  Commission  on  the  Future  of  Public  Brradcastincr  can  ad- 
dress some  of  these  questions  which  to  us  seem  very  difficult  areas  in 
whjch  to  legislate  with  detail  anrl  specificity. 

^X\  hope  that  in  ceitain  areas,  such  as  the  -tructui'«^  of  local  licensee 
boards,  access  to  the  satellite  system,  and  the  non-Federal  funding 
sources  such  as  corporate  underwriting,  into  which  the  Carnegia  Com- 
mission is  putting  betworn  $1  million  and  $2  jnillion  in  research  and 
study  of  non-Federal  fri^ids,  this  study  can  result  in  some  construc- 
tive suggestions.  After  y.ni  study  these  areas,  we  hope  that  you  come 
to  the  same  courliision.  i.ut.  if  you  determine  these  are  issues  ripe  for 
legislation,  we  will  commit  to  woik  constructively  with  you  to  try  to 
achieve  that. 

Th»^  same  is  true,  we  feol,  of  a  total  alternative  form  of  Federal  fund- 
ing such  as  special  licensing  fees,  taxes,  or  an  income  tax  checkoff. 
After  careful  study  we  determined  <here  is  not  adequate  research  in 
this  field  as  to  how  such  «:y.-toms  would  operate,  how  ninch  money  they 
would  raise,  and  wo  concluded  not  to  reeommend  a  change  at  this  time. 
We  think  atrain  tiiat  the  Carnesfie  Coninnssion  has  a  substantial 
amount  of  fun;ls  and  staff  to  look  at  (his.  Bnt  also  again,  to  the  ex- 
tent the  subcommittee  wishes  to  loolc  at  thesi'  issues,  we  will  construc- 
tively work  with  you. 
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I  think  that  closes  my  statement.  I  thank  you  for  Ihis  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today,  and  we  will  try  to  answer  any  (|uestions  you 
may  have.  We  will  also  be  prepared  to  sup}jlenient  the  record  with  any 
written  questions  you  may  want  to  send  to  us  after  this  hearing. 

[Mr.  Tvloyd's  prej^ared  statement  follows:] 

Statement   of   Frank   Lloyd,    Consultant,    Office   of   Telkcomm  iw  cations 
Policy,  Executive  Office  of  the  President 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  appearing  today  to  i)rovide  your  Subcommittee  with  back- 
ground information  on  the  President's  October  (5,  1977  .Message  to  Congress  on 
Public  Broadcasting  ind  the  proposed  legislation,  II. R.  0G20.  entitled  the  Public 
Broadcasting  Financing  Act  of  1978.  he  has  transmitted  with  that  message.  I 
will  outline  the  Administration's  intentions  in  submitting  this  bill  and  try  to 
answer  any  questions  you  may  have  about  its  provisions. 

I  first  want  to  stress  the  President's  personal  commitment  to  the  continuation 
of  advance-year  funding  for  public  broadcasting  and  the  improvemeiit  of  the  ways 
in  which  those  funds  are  spent.  Many  persons  within  the  Administration  worked 
on  the  policy  options  that  were  put  before  the  I*resident.  But  the  decisions  made, 
and  the  message  refleciing  them,  are  his.  lie  carefully  studied  the  issues  involved 
and  was  i>ersonally  briefed  on  them  by  me  and  others  from  OTP,  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  and  the  White  House  Domestic  I'olicy  Staff. 

This  is  a  longstanding  concern  of  the  President.  As  Governor  of  Georgia,  he 
was  a  strong  supiwrter  of  the  state  public  broadcasting  network.  He  increased 
its  funding  to  insure  that  it  reached  all  parts  of  the  state.  And  he  supi>orted  a 
strong  role  for  his  state  public  system  in  coverage  of  and  commentary  on  gov- 
ernmental affairs,  including  nightly  reports  on  the  state  legislature  while  it  was 
in  session. 

During  the  1976  Presidential  campaign.  President  Carter  pledged  to  continue 
support  for  and  increase  the  autonomy  of  the  American  public  broadcasting  sys- 
tem. This  promise  became  the  first  major  communications  policy  initiative 
launched  under  his  Administration. 

I  came  to  the  Office  of  Telecommunications  Policy  last  February  to  begin  to 
prepare  policy  options  for  the  President.  I  had  previously  worked  in  public  broad- 
casting, having  served  from  1971  to  1973  as  General  Counsel  of  the  National 
Public  Affairs  Center  for  Television  (XPACT),  an  independent  production  center 
which  produced  public  television's  coverage  of  the  1972  political  year,  the  Water- 
gate hearings,  and  similar  events  and  issues.  Since  1973,  I  had  written  several 
articles  on  public  broadcasting  while  serving  as  Executive  Director  of  Citizens 
Conniiunicati'^.ji  Center,  a  public  interest  law  firm. 

During  the  process  of  developing  our  options  for  the  President,  I  drew  heavily 
on  the  research  of  this  Subcommittee's  stall  as  reflected  in  its  options  paper  on 
public  broadcasting.  Once  our  options  were  prepared,  we  discussed  them  through- 
out the  past  summer  with  the  Sul  comimrtee  staff,  the  staff  of  the  Senate  Commu- 
nications Subcommittee,  and  many  other  interested  parties.  This  included 
conferences  of  the  National  Citizens  Committee  for  Broadcasting,  the  National 
Black  Media  Coalition,  and  the  National  Fedejration  of  Community  Broadcasters, 
and  discussions  with  representatives  of  the  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting. 
National  Public  Radio.  Public  Broadcasting  Service.  National  P^ducation  As- 
sociation, Joint  Council  for  Educational  Telet^ommunications,  and  many  others. 
We  also  worked  closely  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare. 

The  oversight  hearings  your  Subcommittee  held  in  early  September  were  of 
great  assistance.  Not  only  were  we  able  to  utihze  the  record  made  by  all  affected 
interests  during  the  three  days  of  public  testimony,  but  we  also  invited  public 
station  management  personnel  and  independent  and  public  station  producers  who 
had  come  to  Washington  for  the  hearings  to  the  White  House  to  get  their  specific 
reactions  to  the  proposals  the  President  was  considering. 

Minority  ownership  of  public  stations  was  the  subject  of  a  separate  White 
House  meeting  held  by  an  Administration  task  force  looking  at  minority  owner- 
ship in  communications  generally. 

I  want  to  stress  that  we  regard  this  open  process  as  a  continuing  one.  We 
realize  that  the  President's  message  represents  only  the  beginning  of  an  even 
more  focused  and  intensive  process  of  amendment  and  fine-tuning  in  both  houses 
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of  Ck)ngress.  This  was  one  reason  for  the  President's  decision  to  send  this  mes- 
sage and  proposed  legislation  to  Congress  now,  with  the  full  understanding  that 
formal  subcommittee  and  committee  action  could  not  take  place  until  early  next 
year.  It  is  our  hope  that  we  can  fully  and  openly  discuss  any  questions  you  have 
both  today  and  over  the  coming  weeks  to  insure  that  you  are  fully  satisfied 
that  this  proposal  represents  a  significant  step  forward  for  public  broadcasting 
in  this  country. 

The  President  is  fully  committed  to  the  goals  and  recommendations  in  his  mes- 
sage. But  we  remain  open,  however,  to  statutory  adjustments  to  clarify  the 
bill's  intent  or  improve  its  oi>eration.  We  are  working  on  that  with  CPB,  PBS, 
NPR,  and  others,  and  have  already  received  initial  constructive  suggestions  as 
to  areas  in  which  further  clarification  would  be  helpful. 

We  are  already  committed  to  offering  two  technical  amendments  to  this  bill 
next  January.  One  will  specify  the  manner  in  which  equal  employment  oppor- 
tunity laws  will  be  monitored  and  enforced  as  to  CPB  and  its  grantees.  This  was 
omitted  at  the  request  of  the  Chairman  to  allow  the  interagency  task  force  es- 
tablished after  your  hearings  last  spring  to  complete  its  work  and  make  its 
recommendations.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  task  force  will  issue  its  re- 
port in  December.  The  second  will  determine  whether  HEW  or  CPB  should  ad- 
minister facilities  grants  made  during  the  10-year  period  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
proposed  transfer  of  the  Educational  Broadcasting  Facilities  Program  from 
HEW  to  CPB.  HEW  and  CPB  could  not  agree  on  this  point  prior  to  the  trans- 
mittal of  the  bill,  so  0MB  has  asked  each  party  to  designate  a  representative  to 
work  with  us  to  resolve  this  issue.  Your  Subcommittee's  participation  in  this 
process  would  be  most  welcome. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Subcommittee  will  hold  formal  legislative 
hearings  in  January  at  which  the  Administration  will  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  more  fully  present  its  views,  and  the  Subcommittee  can  hear  from  other 
witnesses. 

The  President's  message,  we  believe,  clearly  addresses  the  issues  that  have 
been  raised  by  the  Subcommittee's  options  pai)er  and  oversight  hearings.  From 
it,  I  think  you  will  see  that  the  President  sha'res  the  concerns  of  this  Subcom- 
mittee, and  commits  to  support :  Greater  insulation ;  better  long-range  planning ; 
increased  cooperation  and  decreased  duplication  between  CPB  and  station  li- 
censees; minimized  overhead  costs  and  increased  funds  for  quality  domestic 
programing,  both  national  and  local ;  a  service  that  reaches  more  Americans ; 
greater  journalistic  freedom  ;  more  access  and  freedom  to  experiment  for  the 
creative  community,  including  independent  producers;  flexibility  to  use  new 
technologies,  increased  participation  of  women  and  minorities ;  greater  public 
accountability  at  the  local  level ;  and  better  coordination  of  federal  dollars  for 
public  broadcasting   from   various  sources. 

In  many  of  these  areas,  however,  the  President  has  determined  not  to  propose 
legislative  solutions  in  the  detail  suggested  by  some  witnesses  who  came  before 
you.  The  President  has  addressed  public  broadcasters  through  this  message,  as 
well  as  Congress,  in  the  expectation  that  a  clear  signal  of  Presidential  intent  to 
foster  creativity  and  independence  and  Presidential  concern  for  access  and  ad- 
ministrative waste  can  stimulate  constructive  change.  Legislation  alone  will  not 
be  enough  without  a  clear  signal  of  both  I'residential  and  Congressional  intent  in 
many  areas  in  w^hich  detailed  attempts  to  mandate  si)ecific  structures  and  deci- 
sions over  a   multi-year   period   would   be   unduly   restrictive. 

But  neither,  the  President  believes,  is  new  substantive  legislation  unnecessary. 
The  President  has  not  accepted  the  premise,  argued  by  some  before  your 
Subcommittee,  that  money  alone  will  achieve  a  more  effective  imblic  broadcast- 
ing medium. 

An  example  is  one  of  the  central  issues  at  your  hearings:  The  proper  rationale 
and  role  of  three  separate  entities — CPB,  PBS.  and  XPR — at  the  national  level 
of  public  broadcasting.  The  President  has  resisted  the  contention  that  only  by 
total  surgery,  with  either  complete  centralization  of  programing  authority  in  a 
single  merged  entity,  or  by  total  transfer  of  all  functions  from  CPB  to  the  li- 
censee-based institutions — PBS  and  XPR   -could  a  workable  system  be  created. 

But  be  has  not  left  .solution  of  this  issue  to  chance.  He  has  cboseii  in  this  bill 
to  institutionalize  a  i»rocess  of  cooperation,  consultation,  and  partnership  l)e- 
tween  CPB  and  the  i)ublic  station  licensees  in  all  i)bases  of  development  of  a 
rational,  efficient  i)ublic  system  that  still  i)reserves  the  benefits  of  diversity.  At 
present,  €PB  and  PBS  have  a  "partnership  agreement"  dealing  with  such  issues 
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as  the  level  of  funds  passed  through  as  "oomniunity  service  Krants"  (CSCi's)  by 
CPB  to  local  television  station  licensees,  and  IMiS  participation  in  Ihe  Cl'Ii  pro- 
gram selection  process.  This  bill  institutionalizes  the  c(>n<ci)t  of  partnership  for 
all  areas  of  system  development,  including  allocation  of  both  (\S(i's  and  national 
programing  dollars. 

More  than  simply  institutionalizing  this  process,  however,  II. R.  0f>20  makes 
several  changes  responsive  to  concerns  raised  at  your  hearings  : 

1.  Priorities  for  allocation  of  federal  resources  are  required  to  be  set  on  an 
advance,  five-year  basis  and  updated  annually  in  CPB's  report  to  Congress.  This 
responds  to  the  criticism  by  stations,  producers,  and  consumers  that  the  .system 
has  been  focused  on  ad  hoc  decisions  to  the  detriment  of  future  planning.  This  has 
led  to  no  comprehensiv^e  plan  for  facilities  upgrading  and  exi)ansion,  and  inade- 
quate lead-time  to  produce  quality  series  for  future  program  schedules. 

2.  Public  radio  is  recognized  statutorily  as  a  full  partner  with  public  television 
in  this  cooperative  process.  This  responds  to  the  argument  some  make  that  there 
are  only  two  partners,  CPB  and  PBS,  and  that  NPR  gets  squeezed  in  the  middle. 
The  radio  licensees  will  have  a  statutorily  recognized  voice  in  the  resource  alloca- 
tions made  by  CPB  in  facilities  planning  and  construction,  community  service, 
and  national  programming  funds. 

3.  The  radio  and  television  licensees  are  each  given  the  power  to  select  two  mem- 
bers of  the  CPB  Board.  At  the  same  time,  four  of  the  15  Presidentially-appointed 
Board  positions  w^ouid  be  phased  out.  This  further  institutionalizes  a  coopera- 
tive process,  while  also  increasing  CPB's  insulation  from  any  future  potential 
political  manipulation.  A  reduction  in  total  political  control  of  the  CPB  appoint- 
ments has  been  long  advocated  by  many  in  and  outside  public  broadcasting.  It 
was  repeated  at  the  Subcommittee's  September  hearings  by  Dr.  James  Killian, 
Chairman  of  the  original  Carnegie  Commission. 

It  would  be  expected  that  the  licensees  would  not  necessarily  choose  members 
of  their  own  boards  or  station  managers  for  these  positions,  but  would  choose  to 
elect  to  CPB  whatever  lay  or  professional  person — such  as  an  eminent  journalist 
or  writer — they  thought  would  best  insulate  the  system  and  support  its  creative 
goals.  Board  members  or  employees  of  the  national  licensee  membership  organiza- 
tions (currently  PBS  and  NPR)  would  be  barred  from  concurrent  service  on 
the  CPB  Board. 

4.  The  manner  in  which  CPB  makes  programming  allocation  decisions,  through 
this  cooperative  process,  would  be  altered  legislatively.  CPB,  on  the  basis  of  the 
jointly  created  plan,  would  act  as  a  model  public  broadcasting  foundation  or  en- 
dowment. It  would  make  annual  or  multi-year  grants  for  categories  of  program- 
ming to  a  variety  of  production  entities,  but  would  not  be  involved  in  the  process 
of  selection  or  creation  of  individual  programs  or  series  of  programs  within  those 
categories. 

This  answers  the  call  by  many  at  your  hearings  for  CPB  to  refocus  its  atten- 
tion on  long-range  oversight  and  planning  functions,  rather  than  the  day-to-day, 
script-to-pilot-to-program-to-series  development  for  which  there  is  ample  talent 
within  and  outside  the  public  system. 

How  would  such  a  system  work?  CPB,  carrying  out  the  development  plan  cre- 
ated with  the  radio  and  television  licensees,  would  divide  national  programming 
funds  among  competing  priorities.  CPB's  principal  funding  role  would  continue 
to  be  to  attempt  to  fill  gaps  in  the  program  marketplace,  gaps  in  both  commercial 
broadcast  programming  and  in  the  public  broadcasting  schedule  provided  by  the 
other  marketplaces — the  stations'  own  cooperative  aggregation  of  national  pro- 
gram dollars,  direct  funding  by  federal  agencies  such  as  HEW  and  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  Humanities,  and  funding  by  corporations  and  pri- 
vate foundations. 

After  setting  these  priorities,  CPB  would  set  forth  the  criteria  for  its  grants — 
first  by  division  between  audio  and  video  programming,  and  secondly  within  each 
of  these  categories  by  program  need.  For  example,  CPB  might  determine  that 
significant  gaps  in  national  distribution  over  the  next  few  years  would  occur  in 
the  area  of  American  historical  drama,  programs  reflecting  the  Black,  Hispanic, 
or  Native  American  culture  and  viewpoints,  new^  children's  programming,  major 
documentaries  on  current  issues,  and  coverage  of  major  public  affairs  events. 

CPB,  through  a  set  of  criteria  and  evaluation  of  basic  proposals  that  might 
include  peer  review  panels  such  as  that  developed  by  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Arts,  would  then  select  the  entity  best  suited  to  either  itself  produce  each 
such  category  of  programming  or  to  administer  a  series  of  subgrants  in  a  cate- 
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gory  to  a  variety  of  other  producers.  The  model  for  the  first  type  of  bloc  grant 
would  be  that  made  by  Cl'B  this  year  to  WETA,  Washington,  for  coverage  of 
Congressional  hearings.  The  model  for  the  second  type  would  be  the  recent  grant 
by  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  the  Ford  Foundation  to  WNET's 
Television  Laboratory,  which  must  subgrant  those  funds  to  independent  docu- 
mentary producers. 

While  in  both  of  these  cases  grants  were  made  to  public  stations,  the  legisla- 
tion clearly  contemplates  that  the  program  funding  process  must  be  an  open 
one.  Independent  entities  like  Children's  Television  Workshop,  or  similar  en- 
tities that  might  exist  or  be  created  by  women,  minorities,  or  other  independent 
creative  artists,  should  compete  on  an  equitable  footing. 

Once  such  a  grant  were  made,  the  grantee  would  be  held  accountable  both  by 
CPB  and  by  the  licensees,  who  ultimately  make  the  decision  whether  any  pro- 
gram will  be  distributed  by  PBS  or  NPR  or  carried  by  their  individual  stations. 
The  producer  would  work  with  PBS  and  NPR,  as  representatives  of  the  licensees, 
to  insure  that  the  programs  being  produced  met  changing  station  needs  and  could 
gain  access  to  the  distribution  system.  (Once  the  public  broadcast  multi-channel 
;satellite  system  is  operational,  the  limits  on  distribution  time  available  should  be 
less  severe. )  CPB  and  the  radio  or  television  licensees  might  at  times  determine 
that  PBS  or  NPR  would  be  the  best  entity  through  which  one  type  of  bloc  grant 
program  funds  should  be  channeled  (such  as  grants  to  independents,  or  "step-ups" 
of  programs  designed  for  a  local  audience  for  national  distribution). 

The  producer's  ultimate  accountability  to  CPB  would  come  at  the  dose  of  the 
grant  period.  Those  who  met  the  goals  and  priorities  set  at  the  outset  of  the 
process  would  be  rewarded  with  future  grants,  and  those  who  did  not  v/ould 
face  reduced  or  no  future  funding. 

Thus  removed  from  individual  program  decision-making,  tlie  CPB  Board 
could  best  function  in  its  important  and  proper  roles  : 

To  shield  and  insulate  public  broadcasting  from  potential  political  i)ressure ; 
To  account  to  the  Congress  as  a  national  overseer  or  trustee  as  to  the  overall 
priorities  for  and  expenditure  of  federal  funds  ;  and 

To  make  the  best  use  of  federal  program  funds,  based  on  forward  planning, 
to  insure  services  the  system  might  otherwise  not  provide. 

One  level  of  national  involvement  in  the  individual  creative  i>rogram  process 
would  be  removed — the  most  sensitive  level  politically.  Insulation  would  be 
strengthened  by  putting  these  decisions  one  level  remo\ed  from  CPB.  Risks 
could  then  be  taken,  with  the  ability  to  experiment  and  even  to  fail,  which  the 
BBC  representative  at  your  hearings  noted  was  a  condition  precedent  to  creative 
success. 

5.  This  cooperative  process  must  be  carried  out  so  as  to  minimize  CPB's  ad- 
ministrative costs.  This  addresses  a  serious  concern  raised  throughout  the  hear- 
ings. As  a  representative  of  the  Ford  Foundation  testified,  when  Ford  was  the 
primary  source  of  programming  dollars  for  the  public  system,  its  grant-making 
functions  were  performed  by  a  maximum  staff  of  10.  Tliis  does  not  take  into 
account  other  Ford  statf  that  provide  legal,  financial,  and  similar  support  to  its 
grant-making  staff.  But,  as  the  President  .«?tates  in  his  message,  (^PB  .'should 
be  able  to  achieve  significant  cost  savings  through  operation  on  a  foundation, 
bloc  grant  funding  model. 

The  Administration  believes  that  the  CPB  Board  simply  does  not  require  a 
large  full-time  staff  to  effectively  carry  out  its  oversight  and  priority-.«;etting 
ta.sks.  It  can  effectively  desini'  a  progrnm  grant  and  production  pr(vcess  that  is 
rational,  works  through  setting  goals  and  incentives,  and  shifts  the  major  por- 
tion of  the  creative  process  outside  CPU.  It  can  also  seek  to  shift  much  of  the 
burden  of  its  existing  program-related  operating  tasks,  such  as  audience  re- 
search, public  relations,  and  legal  advice  to  PBS  and  NPR. 

For  example,  if  CPB  makes  advance-year  bloc  program  grant  allocations  once 
or  twice  a  year,  it  needs  only  one  or  two  press  releases  to  do  so.  CPB  m\'j,ht  well 
finance  an  <K'casional  audience  research  or  program  schedule  evaluation  offort, 
independent  of  PBS  or  NPR.  to  as.sist  its  accountability  role  in  tho  overall  pri- 
ority-setting proces.s.  But  this  should  not  require  a  full  department  duplicating 
thaf  of  the  Iicensee-base<l  in.stitutions.  who  collect  such  jjiformation  on  a  regular 
basis.  In  these  and  many  other  ways,  CVB  can  move  to  a  lean  staff,  supported 
by  the  resources  of  the  entire  system  as  well  as  outside  experts  when  it  needs 
independent  advice. 

We  ref-ognize  that  H.R.  9620  does  no  more  than  state  a  principle  of  reducing 
administrative  overhead,  which  remains  to  be  fleshed  out  by  this  Subcommittee 
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and  its  Senate  counterpart  in  tlie  process  of  adoption  of  legislation  in  this  field. 
We  believe  tliis  statutory  mandate,  alon^  witli  the  I'resident's  message  repeat- 
ing? a  consistent  principle  of  this  Administration  in  all  federally  funded  pro- 
grams, will  generate  a  positive  resi)onse  on  the  part  of  the  men  and  women  who 
serve  on  the  Ci'B  Board.  The  I'resident's  iirst  two  nominees  to  that  iioard,  in 
Senate  contirmation  hearings  last  week,  heard  that  mes.sage  strongly  repeated 
by  the  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Communications  Subcommittee. 

We  have  not  proiK)sed  more  drastic  measures,  such  as  earmarking  administra- 
tive costs  or  setting  a  p<'rsonnel  ceiling,  in  the  belief  that  such  determinations 
should  be  made  by  the  CPK  Board  with  appropriate  general  guidance.  But  we 
recognize  that  Congrt^ss  will  want  to  reexamine  this  situation  and  determine 
what  course  it  believes  is  both  effective  and  proper. 

G.  Radio  and  television  programing  for  national  distribution  is  given  a  specific 
statutory  allocation  within  the  planning  process,  but  the  i)ercentage  is  set  so  as  to 
insure  ample  funds  for  strong  local  programing  as  well.  The  need  for  domestically 
produced,  high-quality  national  programing  of  the  stature  of  iniix)rted  program- 
ing was  a  theme  repeated  throughout  the  hearings.  The  President  firmly  be- 
lieves that  this  is  a  special  and  intended  role  for  a  significant  portion  of  the 
federal  funds  provided  to  public  broadcasting. 

As  this  Subcommittee  knows,  the  CPB  appropriation  currently  provides  less 
than  one-third  of  the  local  public  system  revenues.  The  rest,  predominantly  from 
state  and  local  governments  and  individual  contributors,  goes  mostly  to  local 
stations.  Under  this  bill,  at  the  authorized  funding  levels  the  Administration  has 
proposed,  public  broadcasting  nuist  raise  up  to  $4r)0  million  in  non-federal  funds. 
These  will  primarily  go  to  local  radio  and  television  stations  for  local  purposes. 

If  these  funds  are  not  being  used  for  local  programing,  those  stations  must 
answer  to  their  local  contributing  community  for  that,  since  local  service  is  the 
rationale  for  their  licensing  by  the  FCC.  And  H.R.  9620  would  provide  that  com- 
munity with  better  information  on  which  to  base  their  evaluation. 

At  least  a  substantial  portion  of  federal  dollars,  how^ever,  ought  to  be  used  to 
insure  that  public  broadcasting  can  foster  American  creative  talent  and  provide 
it  with  a  national  showcase.  Representatives  of  the  American  creative  community 
uniformly  testified  to  this  need.  We  have  recently  seen  what  can  be  done  w^hen 
talent,  time,  and  adequate  funds  are  provided.  Two  weeks  ago,  the  right  to 
show  the  "American  Short  Story,"  first  produced  for  PBS,  was  sold  to  the  BBC 
for  $70,000. 

AVe  do  not  think  most  public  stations  disagree.  They  recognize  that  each  station 
cannot  individually  produce  programs  to  serve  all  the  diverse  needs  of  their 
communities  and  that  funds  must  be  aggregated  in  substantial  amounts  for 
national  programs  to  do  so.  Such  programs  provide  a  strong  base  to  encourage 
audience  contributions  that  allow  them  to  do  more  local  programing. 

Nevertheless,  the  President  is  not  asking  that  all  federal  funds  be  used  for 
nationally  distributed  programing.  In  fact,  the  25%  figure  chosen  for  the 
National  Programing  Fund  was  specifically  based  on  projections  showing  that, 
if  the  system  so  decided,  between  50  and  60%  of  the  federal  funds  could 
continue  to  pass  directly  to  the  local  radio  and  television  stations  for  discretion- 
ary use  without  cutting  into  the  amounts  CPB  has  projected  as  needed  to  con- 
tinue to  underw^rite  the  physical  cost  of  the  radio  and  television  network  facil- 
ities. This  would  also  leave  CPB  fully  adequate  funds  to  carry  out  its  other 
functions  with  the  diminished  overhead  we  have  proposed. 

We  recognize  the  importance  to  local  stations  of  these  pass-through  funds. 
A  substantial  portion  of  these  are,  in  television,  returned  by  the  stations  to 
create  a  separate  pool  of  funds — the  Station  Program  Cooperative — for  national 
programming.  The  President  has  not  invalidated  this  process.  In  fact,  he  has 
urged  the  stations  to  match  the  25  percent  specifically  reserved  for  national 
programming  wuth  another  25  percent  from  their  pass-through  funds. 

Assuming  public  stations  were  to  heed  this  call,  putting  a  total  of  up  to  $100 
million  from  both  sources  into  national  programming  by  fiscal  1982,  this  would 
still  represent  less  than  one-sixth  of  the  total  public  system  revenues  in  that 
year.  And  if  total  radio  and  television  CSG's  stayed  at  the  same  percentage  of 
the  total  CPB  appropriation,  the  amount  left  for  local  programming  purposes 
in  fiscal  1982  after  the  amount  the  President  calls  for  had  been  used  for  national 
purposes  would  still  be  between  $50-60  million — only  slightly  less  than  the  total 
CSG  amount  in  fiscal  1978. 
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This  bill  does  not  set  a  specific  floor  or  ceiling  the  amount  to  be  used  for 
CSG's.  Again,  this  would  be  a  matter  for  the  licensees  and  CPB  to  determine 
through  agreement  ana  report  to  Congress  as  part  of  their  forward  planning.  But 
we  again  stress  that  H.R.  9620  intends  that  this  be  a  cooperative  process  that 
fully  includes  the  radio  as  well  as  television  licensees. 

7.  Public  broadcasting's  own  planning  process  would  now  include  facilities 
funds  formerly  administered  by  HEW  as  well  as  national  program  funds,  CSG's, 
and  other  elements  of  the  CPB  appropriation.  Better  coordination  and  planning 
for  effective  use  of  facilities  funds  was  a  key  issue  in  the  Subcommittee's  hear- 
ings. The  President  believes  that  this  should  be  part  of  public  broadcasting's  own 
planning  process,  and  Secretary  Califano  agrees. 

Every  witness  that  testified  on  this  subject  agreed  that  the  first  priority  for 
these  funds  should  be  to  deliver  public  television  and  public  radio  to  as  many 
citizens  of  the  United  States  as  technologically  feasible  at  a  rational  cost.  The 
President  agrees  that  it  simply  does  not  make  sense  to  put  new  and  substantial 
federal  taxpayer  funding  into  this  system  without  requiring  a  comprehensive 
and  coherent  plan  for  physical  development  to  reach  as  many  taxpayers  as 
possible.  This  may  be  done  by  new  stations,  by  upgrading  a  UHF  or  FM  signal, 
by  cable  radio  or  television,  or  by  translators. 

A  second  goal  stated  in  the  legislation  is  the  increase  in  minority  control  of 
public  station  facilities.  In  some  cases,  this  may  be  totally  consistent  with  the 
first  goal,  as  in  the  case  of  a  Chicano  group  currently  applying  for  the  first  pub- 
lic television  station  in  the  Rio  Grande  Valley,  or  a  Native  American  or  Black 
group  that  may  seek  to  extend  public  radio  service  to  a  rural  area.  In  other  cases, 
it  may  require  a  trade-oflf,  as  in  Howard  University's  application  to  provide  an 
alternative  public  television  service  to  Washington,  D.C. 

But  this  goal  can  achieve  more  than  simply  service  by  and  for  minorities  in  a 
particular  geographic  area.  As  such  stations  come  into  existence,  their  leader- 
ship will  move  into  the  decision-making  councils  of  the  licensee  organizations, 
achieving  greater  minority  participation  in  the  overall  planning  process  of  the 
system. 

A  key  boost  to  achieving  fuller  minority  participation  is  H.R.  9620's  extension 
of  the  facilities  grant  program  to  planning  grants.  These  would  underwrite  the 
costs  of  preparing  the  legal,  engineering,  and  ascertainment  studies  and  similar 
up-front  costs  that  precede  an  application  for  actual  construction.  The  lack  of 
such  funding  from  HEW  has  often  frustrated  not  only  minorities,  but  also  other 
community-based  groups  who  seek  entry  to  the  public  broadcasting  system.  CPB 
has  in  the  past  few  years  started  a  planning  grant  program  for  new  radio  sta- 
tions in  unserved  major  markets.  This  bill  would  allow  the  facilities  funds  ap- 
propriated to  CPB  to  be  used  for  such  purposes,  and  for  new  television  facilities 
planning  as  well. 

Finally,  this  bill  would  open  the  facilities  program  to  nonbroadcast  technology 
that  could  allow  stations  to  develop  into  telecommunications  centers  using  broad- 
band, ITFS,  and  videocassettes  and  discs.  The  legislation  allows  CPB  to  make 
modest  first  steps  in  th's  direction  during  the  next  two  years  for  which  funding 
is  authorized — fiscal  1979  and  1980 — and  even  to  fund  such  distribution  of  pub- 
lic programs  and  services  by  non-.station-afliliated  educational  entities.  But  until 
a  fully  developed  plan  for  the  next  five  years,  to  parallel  the  bill's  proposed  CPB 
authorization  for  other  purp<ises,  is  completed,  it  is  our  intent  (we  hope  even- 
tually reaffirmed  by  this  Subcommittee)  that  the  bulk  of  the  facilities  funds 
should  continue  to  go  for  station  and  signal  expansion. 

The  Administration  recognizes  that  to  accomplish  all  of  these  purposes  will 
require  a  facilities  program  that  is  more  substantial  than  at  present.  But  right 
now  we  simply  do  not  have  sufficient  concrete  data  on  which  to  evaluate  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  such  a  program.  The  Administration  is  prepared  to  study 
and  recommend  to  Congress  funding  for  the  fiscal  1981-85  i>eriod  after  public 
broadcasting,  acting  with  the  advice  of  national  educational  associations  and 
minority  group  representatives,  has  developed  the  comprehensive  plan  required 
by  this  legislation. 

8.  The  local  public  will  have  increased  opportunity  for  participation  in  the 
planning  process.  When  local  licensees  participate  in  the  joint  planning  process 
with  CPB  over  allocation  of  CSG's.  facilities  funds,  and  national  program  funds, 
CPB's  basic  accountability  is  to  Congress  and  the  licensee's  basic  accoimtability 
is  to  its  community.  Again,  in  their  indei)endent  aggregation  of  national  pro- 
gram funds,  or  in  their  other  cm)j)erative  ventures  thronirh  PBS  and  NPR.  the 
licensees  are  accountable  to  the  local  public.  Finally,  in  their  individual  decisions 
as  to  local  use  of  both  federal  and  non-federal  funds,  this  relationship  continues. 
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This  Administration  lias  concluded  tliat  tlio  creative'  freedom  and  journ.iiistic 
independence  of  the  public  system  is  best  fostered  by  further  insulating  CPB  from 
too  direct  actual  or  potential  accountability  to  the  federal  government  for  in- 
dividual program  decisions.  In  this  spirit,  we  have  not  end<>rsed  si)ecific  man- 
dated categorization  and  line-item  funding  of  preferred  program  tyi)es,  whether 
those  be  public  affairs,  children's,  adult  education,  or  similar  worthy  goals  stated 
in  the  President's  message. 

But  II. R.  1)620  would  increase  the  potential  for  the  public  to  play  a  larger  role 
in  seeking  a  direct  accounting  of  stewardship  from  their  local  licensees.  By 
mandating  open  public  station  board  meetings  and  open  financial  statements,  the 
bill  would  provide  opportunities  for  local  community  partnership  with  their 
stations  in  developing  both  local  and  national  programming  priorities.  These 
would  be  translated  through  the  stations  into  the  cooperative  planning  process 
on  the  national  level. 

At  the  Subcommittee's  hearings,  PBS  testified  that  over  two-thirds  of  its  mem- 
bers already  held  open  board  meetings.  We  wish  to  insure  that  these  provisions 
do  not  impose  unreasonable  burdens  not  commensurate  with  their  benefits.  We  do 
not  what  to  foster  endless  disputas  over  what  is  or  is  not  a  "board  meeting." 
And  we  do  not  believe  private  legal  rights  of  action  should  be  created  by  this 
legislation  that  would  subject  licensees  to  court  challenge.  We  look  to  work 
with  Congress,  CPB,  and  the  licensees  to  insure  that  these  sections  are  clear 
in  intent  and  effect. 

9.  CPB  and  its  grantees  must  undertake  aflSrmative  efforts  to  insure  participa- 
tion of  women  and  minorities  in  their  activities.  The  Subcommittee  has  held 
ample  hearings  on  this  issue.  We  look  to  you,  as  stated  before,  for  future  guid- 
ance in  this  area.  The  Administration  has  proposed  to  statutorily  resolve  the  legal 
debate  over  whether  the  nation's  anti-discrimination  laws  apply  to  CPB  and  its 
grantees  by  so  stating  in  its  bill.  It  has  left  further  elaboration  of  this  obliga- 
tion to  the  Subcommittee,  at  the  Chairman's  request. 

10.  CPB  will  be  required  to  inventory  funds  granted  to  public  broadcasting 
by  federal  agencies  in  order  to  take  these  decisions  into  account  in  its  own  fund- 
ing process  and  to  enable  it  to  act  as  a  clearinghouse  for  information  for  pro- 
ducers seeking  additional  funding  sources.  Both  independent  and  station  pro- 
ducers testified  to  the  difficulty  of  finding  a  single  door  within  the  system  through 
which  they  could  obtain  information  about  available  federal  agency  funding  for 
public  radio  or  television  programming.  The  Administration  is  also  concerned 
that  there  is  inadequate  cooperation  and  coordination  among  federal  agencies, 
CPB,  and  the  distributing  networks,  PBS  and  XPR,  as  to  program  funding. 
While  we  will  continue  to  work  on  reforms  within  the  Executive  Branch,  it  would 
be  a  significant  step  forward  if  CPB  annually  collected  data  about  all  federal 
agency  grants  since  no  federal  agency  has  as  appropriate  an  interest  in  doing 
so.  Through  this  process,  CPB  should  be  in  a  position  at  any  time  to  tell  a  po- 
tential producer  what  resources  are  available,  for  what  program  types,  through- 
out the  federal  government. 

In  addition  to  these  changes  in  the  structure,  planning,  coordination,  and  ac- 
countability of  public  broadcasting,  we  have  proposed  an  additional  step  to 
foster  the  journalistic  indei)endence  of  the  public  system— lifting  the  current 
ban  on  a  public  station's  ability  to  editorialize  on  issues  of  public  importance. 
Public  licensees  are  fully  subject  to  the  fairness  doctrine,  including  any  editorials 
they  may  air.  We  are  not  suggesting  that  all  public  stations  should  editorialize. 
Indeed,  we  remain  convinced  that  those  stations  licensed  to  state  and  local  govern- 
mental entities  should  remain  barred  from  this  activity  because  of  their  po- 
tential lack  of  adequate  insulation  at  the  non-federal  level. 

But,  particularly  with  the  further  insulation  steps  that  we  propose  at  the 
national  level,  we  cannot  see  why  simply  because  a  station  bases  its  revenues 
on  the  sale  of  commercial  products  it  either  has  a  greater  right  or  takes  a 
greater  risk  in  editorializing  than  one  whose  funds  are  supplied  by  a  mixture 
of  individual,  foundation,  and  corporate  donations  and  federal  funds  passed 
through  by  CPB. 

The  President's  message  fully  articulates  his  belief  that  public  broadcasting 
can  and  should  provide  a  significant  service  to  the  American  public,  in  ways  not 
fuUv  provided  by  the  commercial  medium. 

Having  stated  all  of  these  points  so  positively,  I  must  candidly  address  the 
question  :  Yes.  but  how  do  we  know  it  will  all  work  in  such  a  smooth  and 
coor)erative  arrangement?  The  simple  answer  is  that  we  can  never  be  absolutely 
sure.  We  do  believe  that  the  present  system  is  not  working  adequately  and  that 
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these  steps  would  stimulate  a  new  relationship  between  public  broadcasting 
entities,  independent  producers,  minorities  and  women,  and  the  audience.  But 
the  always  inescapable  risk  that  this  approach  will  not  achieve  its  .^oals  has 
led  us  to  provide  in  our  bill  for  leveled  funding  after  two  years  of  increased 
advanced  authorizations  and  appropriations. 

We  know  that  simply  based  on  inflation  public  broadcasting  will  want  to 
argue  for  authorizations  for  fi.scal  1983-8")  that  exceed  $200  miUion.  But  we 
beiieve  that  a  leveled  authorization  for  these  years  is  the  best  alternative  either 
to  now  enacting  ever-escalating  authorizations  without  a  clear  planning  process 
that  defines  future  system  goals  and  needs,  or  to  breaking  the  valuable  principle 
of  advanc«^-year  authorizations  that  allow  public  broadcasters  a  base  for  their 
forward  planning  and  confidence  in  the  continuation  of  their  future. 

Through  leveled  funding,  we  insure  a  review  by  us  and  Congress  of  whether 
these  changes  in  fact  do  achieve  their  ends  two  years  after  the  bill  is  passed. 
^Ve  do  not  expect  in  two  years  there  will  be  no  ten.sions  whatsoever  in  the 
public  .system.  But  we  do  expect  that  those  tensions  will  be  more  productive, 
re.solved  by  constructive  consultation  and  planning,  {.nd  based  oil  greater  access 
and  diversity. 

Finally,  we  have  not  attempted  to  address  by  legislation  every  concern  rai.sed 
in  the  Subcommittee's  hearings.  There  are  certain  areas  where  we  believe  it 
is  difficult  to  legislate  creatively  and  flexibly.  We  can  propose  a  process  where 
we  hope  creativity  will  flourish,  but  it  is  hard  to  legislate  creativity.  AVe  can 
propose  legislation  that  encourages  the  use  of  new  technology,  l)ut  it  is  diflScult 
to  fc»rce  its  use.  The  issue  of  access  to  the  public  broadcasting  satellite,  for 
example,  is  one  which  seems  uniquely  impervious  to  specific  legislation  over 
the  five-year  period. 

In  some  areas,  while  legislation  is  possible,  we  are  as  yet  uncertain  how  far 
to  go  or  what  to  use  as  specific  models.  The  area  of  non-federal  sources  of  fund- 
ing— corporations,  individual  contributions — we  have  not  addressed,  except  that 
the  President  has  called  for  more  funding  participation  by  states.  Nor  have  we 
mandated  any  particular  local  or  state  licensee  structure,  except  to  call  for 
greater  voluntary  efforts  by  states  to  better  insulate  their  stations  through 
independent  boards. 

Non-federal  funding  and  local  licensee  structure  are  two  issues  that  we  under- 
stand the  Ciirnegie  Commission  on  the  Future  of  Public  Broadcasting  is  cur- 
rently studying.  They  are  also  further  studying  potential  spurs  to  greater  creativ- 
ity and  new  technology,  including  access  to  the  satellite.  We  believe  that  these 
matters  can  rationally  await  the  Commission's  report  so  long  as  we  and  Con- 
gress move  on  the  critical  issues  the  President  has  addressed.  We  hope  that  after 
further  study  this  Subcommittee  will  come  to  the  same  conclusion.  But  we  will 
try  to  work  constructively  with  you  on  such  issues  if  you  find  them  ripe  for 
inclusion  in  public  l)r(>adcasting  legislation  for  the  coming  year. 

We  have  examined  one  of  the  Subcommittees  central  concerns — whether  there 
is  a  total  alternative  form  of  federal  financing  such  as  special  licensing  fees, 
taxes,  or  tax  check-offs  that  should  be  applied  to  public  broadcasting — and  con- 
cluded not  to  recommend  change  at  this  time.  The  complete  analysis  of  such 
alternatives,  how  they  would  operate,  and  how  much  they  would  raise  has  not 
been  recently  undertaken  by  public  broadcasters,  now  has  any  substantial  na- 
tional constituency  been  built  either  within  or  outside  public  broadcasting  for 
sucli  a  shift.  Again,  the  Carnegie  Commission  has  substantial  private  funding  to 
undertake  such  a  complete  study,  and  we  recommend  that  any  final  decision 
on  this  subject  await  their  report. 

Carnegie's  January  1079  target  for  its  report  on  future  system  funding  needs 
and  methods  also  fits  our  proposal  for  leveled  authorization  after  two  years 
under  this  bill.  If  Carnegie  makes  a  persuasive  case  for  re-evaluation  of  these 
levels  based  on  a  clear  conception  of  where  public  broadcasting  is  headed,  and 
If  we  al.so  have  before  us  the  results  of  the  system's  own  five-year  planning 
process,  we  believe  more  rational  judgments  as  to  future  funding  sources, 
methods,  and  levels  can  be  made. 

I  thank  you  for  this  opi>ortnnity  to  appear  before  yon.  I  will  try  to  answer 
any  (piesfions  you  may  have  today,  and  we  will  also  be  i)r('pared  to  supplement 
the  record  with  answers  to  any  additional  written  questions  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin.  Thank  you,  ^Ir.  Lloyd,  you  are  more  than  co- 
operative. Mr.  Gore? 
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Mr.  Gore.  Tluinl:  you,  Mr.  Chairir.uii.  1  want  to  In^fr'm  just  by  savin<r 
that  it  is  really  good  to  get  this  kind  oi  a  pioposjd  from  thJ'  White 
House.  During  the  campaign  I'resident  Caiter  tainod  about  hib  com- 
mitment to  public  broadcasting,  and  whether  we  agree  or  disagree  on 
some  of  the  details  of  the  proposal,  and  Avhether  we  agree  or  disagree 
on  how  effective  some  of  this  plan  is  going  to  be  in  bringing  about  your 
objectives,  I  thmk  wo  can  all  agree  that  the  President  has  followed 
through  on  his  pledge  by  committing  some  very  talented  ptople  to  work 
full  time  on  the  improvement  of  the  public  broadcasting.  IJe  has  de- 
voted n  lot  of  attention  to  it  himself.  He  iias  directed  ids  stall'  to  devote 
a  lot  of  attention  to  it.  It  needs  this  kind  of  attention,  and  I  think  you 
are  all  to  be  commended  f'.>r  puttmg  this  much  effort  into  the  proposal 
and  I  am  awfully  glad  to  see  it. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  funding  levels.  My  feeling  is  that  the  actual 
dollar  amounts  are  just  not  adequate  lo  get  the  job  done.  Under  lliis 
bill  next  year  the  public  stations  are  actually  going  to  hare  to  raise 
more  money  tl; rough  these  song-.md-dance  routines  with  straw  hats, 
canes,  and  tin  cups  on  the  television  screen.  That  is  not  what  public 
television  is  supposed  to  be.  It  is  not  what  it  should  be.  But,  under  this 
bill  they  are  going  to  have  to  do  more  of  that,  ana  I  was  hoiking  tliat 
wc  could  come  up  with  a  proposal  J^.at  would  rr^r-id  os  much  of  that 
stuff  as  we  now  have. 

If  'v^e  are  going  to  do  it,  let  us  do  it  right  and  give  them  an  adequaf e 
amount  of  money  to  do  the  job.  But  the  way  1  figured,  and  you  correct 
my  mathematics  if  I  am  wrong,  the  present  funding  level  is  $152  mil- 
lion. With  t?ie  2.5  ratio,  this  works  out  to  $380  million.  The  proposed 
level  next  year  is  $180  million.  With  a  2.25  ratio,  this  works  out  to 
$405  million.  So  tlivjy  have  to  raise  more  money.  Of  course,  '  lot  of 
them  are  nor  ]::'eeting  the  maximum  novv.  But  under  this  bill  liiey  are 
to  raise  more  in  the  first  year  in  total  non-Federal  funding  than  they 
saturated  ^vith  these  action  auctions  and  special  buy  your  pul)lic  broad 
casting  pjograniing  this  week  only,  special  sale  on  good  proiiram.s.  Am 
I  off  bn>e  there?  Are  you  looking  at  that  differently  than  I  am? 

Mt-.  '^loyd.  Yoii  are  correct.  Th'^  figures  require  public  broadcasting 
:i  ••-iisi'  more  in  the  first  year  in  total  non-Federal  funding  than  they 
d^  '.  in  'he  immediately  preceding  year.  By  reducing  the  m-atcji  ratio 
I  o-m  2.5  to  1,  to  2.25  to  1,  we  ha.ve,  however,  lessened  -hat  burden  sig- 
^  I'lcantly.  It  wou'l  have  l-eon  u  lot  harder  and  tIk  efforts  would  have 
1  ■  to  have  been  increased  dramaticallv.  to  reach  tl lese  figures  at  2.5 
t-,-  1. 

CPB,  PBS,  and  XPK  go.\-e  u-  their  projections  of  what  they  could 
^oise  in  those  years.  We  have  set  both  the  autliorlzation  levels  a-id  the 
iatch  ratio  in  sync  to  insu^X'  we  are  setting  them  about  where  they  say 
1  .^y  can  meet  non-Federal  funding  levels.  The  President,  in  addition, 
ha-^  stat<2d  that  wiiile  lie  is  continuing  these  natterns.  he  again  com- 
mits within  2  years,  when  ^he  Carnegie  Commission  reports,  and  whMi 
we  have  had  2  yc:;s  of  expsrience  under  this  :.'.-io,  to  reeyamir^'  Uie 
match  rn^'  -  :i  -d  the  r  latchinor  concept.  This  is  stat'^d  in  the  President's 
message.  AV e  feel  they  can  mret  this  f.  .r  the  first  2  v?;-  -f  the  legisla- 
tion. We  believe  there  should  be  a  reex  imination  afror  2  years. 
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Mr.  Gore.  Well,  to  some  extent,  the  logic  of  a  5-year  authorization 
is  in  conflict  with  your  heavy  reliance  on  the  event  of  the  Carnegie 
Commission  report  as  a  peg  to  hang  your  hat  on  when  you  come  back 
in  2  years.  If  you  know  these  levels  are  inadequate  now,  and  you  know 
they  will  be  inadequate  3  years  from  now,  certainly,  then  I  th  nk  you 
should  be  straightforward  enough  to  propose  what  is  really  required 
for  the  task. 

But  concentrating  on  the  ratio  for  a  moment,  a  lot  of  people  who 
have  studied  this  program  believe  that  a  2-to-l  ratio  makes  a  lot  more 
sense.  I  am  one  of  them.  Such  proposals  have  been  floating  around  for 
quite  a  while.  Is  it  just  an  accident  or  a  coincidence  that  2.25  is  halfway 
between  the  present  ratio  in  that  proposal  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  That  proposal  was  presented  to  us,  and  we  looked  at  it, 
and  these  particular  authorization  levels  would  have  at  a  2  to  1  ratio, 
in  fact,  decreased  the  amount  public  broadcasting  would  have  had  to 
raise  in  the  transition  year.  "We  felt  there  is,  and  the  President  feels 
there  is,  some  validity  at  least  currentl}',  to  the  matching  concept,  the 
concept  that  this  is  a  matching  of  the  public  demand  for  this  good. 

Mr.  Gore.  Sure,  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  As  lonc^  as  there  is  a  matching  concept,  there  ought  to 
be  a  reach  each  year  oased  upon  projections  the  system  comes  up  with 
of  how  much  they  can  raise ;  2.25  to  1  was  set  very  definitely  with  this 
particular  funding  level  in  mind,  and  also  the  figures  provided  to  us 
by  the  stations.  If  the  Congress  changed  the  levels  that  we  propose 
in  order  to  meet  system  projections,  they  might  also  have  to  change 
the  match  ratio.  We  believe  both  these  levels  and  this  match  ratio  are 
the  correct  ones,  but  that  is  certainly  something  at  which  Congress 
will  have  to  take  a  hard,  strong  substantial  look. 

We  will  supply,  for  the  record,  the  system's  projections  of  non-Fed- 
eral financing  they  can  raise  in  these  years  in  order  to  meet  this  match. 

[The  following  letter  and  staff  paper  were  received  for  the  record:] 

Office  of  Telecommunications  Policy. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President. 

Washington,  B.C.,  December  6,  J977. 
Ms.  Carolyn  Sachs, 
Suhcommittee  on  Communications, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Carolyn  :  Durinj?  Frank  Lloyd's  testimony  before  the  Communications 
Subcommittee,  he  ofiPered  to  furnish  the  "trii>artite  task  force  report"  for  the 
hearing  record.  Please  find  a  copy  of  that  reix)rt  enclosed. 

Table  10  on  page  13  shows  projected  public  broadcast  income  fiscal  year  1977- 
1985.  As  you  will  see.  under  a  2.2r)-to-l  ratio,  public  broadcasting  could  match 
the  amounts  H.R.  9620  would  authorize.  Plea.se  bear  in  mind  that  the  match  is 
based  on  monies  raised  during  the  second  previous  fiscal  year. 

If  there  is  any  other  information  I  can  provide,  plea.se  let  me  know. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  Sachs. 

Enclosure. 

Public  Broadcasting  Finances  :  Profile  and  Projections 

This  report  profiles  public  broadcasting's  present  status  and  projects  its  fi- 
nancial prospects  for  the  next  decade. 

PKOHLING  the  present 

In  fiscal  197(5,  iniblic  broadcasting  completed  its  first  decade  of  Federal  supi)ort 
for  its  operations.  Public  broadcasters  operated  more  radio  and  television  sta- 
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tions  than  ever  before  and  surpassed  all  previous  figures  for  hours  of  pro.v'rani- 
ing.  audience  and  income;  yet  they  still  faced  many  problems  whicli  have  existed 
since  the  passage  of  the  Public  Broadcasting  Act  in  11X37. 

A  review  of  public  broadcasting's  financial  status  in  Fiscal  1070  (the  last  year 
for  which  full,  though  unaudited,  preliminary  data  exist)  and  an  analysis  of  the 
trends  producing  that  status  can  provide  Hie  basis  for  projecting  what  the  future 
may  hold. 

PuMic  broadcasting  income 

Public  broadcasting's  total  income — about  $412  million — can  !»est  be  analyzed 
by  clustering  sources  under  three  general  headings :  Federal ;  Xon-Federal, 
Tax-based  ;  and  Xon-Federal,  Xon-Tax-based  (table  1). 

TABLE  l.-PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  INCOME,  FISCAL  YEAR  1976 
(Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 

Public  broad- 
casting PTV  Radio 

Total 

Percent 

Federal 

Percent 

Non-Federal 

Percent 


$412,075 
(100.0) 

$361,  379 
(100.  0) 

$50,  696 
(100.  0) 

114,030 
(27.7) 

298,  036 
(72.3) 

97,  802 
(27.1) 
263,  577 
(72.9) 

16,  237 
(32.  0) 

34.  459 
(68.0 

171,350 
(41.6) 

147,  207 
(40.  7) 

24, 143 
(47.  6) 

34,  427 
91,814 
45, 109 

29,  465 
88,  434 
29,  308 

4,962 
3,380 
15,801 

126, 686 
(30.7) 

116,370 
(32.2) 

10,316 
(20. 4) 

2,863 

2,507 

22,  237 

751 

28,  335 

770 

38, 190 

4,259 

11,598 

266 

13, 147 

1,763 

Tax  based 

Percent 

Local 

State 

State  colleges 

Non-tax  based 

Percent 

Private  colleges 5,370 

Foundations 22,988 

Business 29, 105 

Subscribers 42,449 

Auction 11,854 

All  others  1 14,910 

1  All  other  includes  a  variety  of  smaller  sources:  subsidiary  income,  special  fund-raising  activities,  advertising  in  program 
guides,  and  the  like.  Though  cumulatively  significant,  this  heading  includes  a  number  of  smaller  income  sources  not  broken 
out  in  detail  in  the  tables  in  this  report. 

Source:  Preliminary,  unaudited  CPB  data  based  on  annual  financial  reports  of  public  television  and  radio  licensees  and 
other  organizations. 

Federal  sources  include  not  only  the  Congressional  appropriations  for  CPB 
and  the  EBFP  but  also  grants  from  other  Federal  agencies,  such  as  the  Office 
of  Education  of  HEW,  the  Xational  Endowments  for  the  Arts  and  for  the  Hu- 
manities, and  the  Xational  Science  Foundation.  In  fiscal  1976,  Federal  sources 
accounted  for  almost  30  percent  of  total  public  broadcasting  income.^ 

Xon-Federal,  Tax-ba.sed  sources  are  dependent  upon  taxes  levied  by  state  or 
local  governments  and  come  either  directly  or  through  community  or  state  col- 
leges and  universities.  Due  to  the  nature  of  public  broadcasting  licensees,  funds 
from  different  sources  in  this  category  are  often  interrelated.  In  fiscal  1976.  X'on- 
Federal,  Tax-based  sources  were  the  largest  category  of  public  broadcasting's 
income,  providing  over  40  percent  of  the  total. 

Xon-Federal,  Xon-Tax-based  sources  of  income  include  private  college  licensee 
support,  grants  from  businesses  and  foundations,  and  direct  support  of  public 
stations  by  viewers  and  listeners  through  subscriptions,  auctions,  and  other  direct 
fund-raising  efforts.  In  fiscal  1976.  Xon-Federal.  Xon-Tax-based  sources  provided 
over  30  percent  of  the  income  for  public  broadcasting. 

The  basic  source  of  data  on  local  income  is  the  annual  report  of  financial  data 
filed  with  CPB  by  licensees  and  other  public  broadcasting  entities. 


1  Since  the  fiscal   1976  data  are  preliminary  and  as  yet  unaudited,  some  changes  may 
occur  before  final  certification.  Even  so,  the  changes  should  be  minor. 
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The  1976  income  sources  were  reported  according  to  standards  concerning 
income  and  its  valuation  worked  out  under  the  Public  Broadcasting  Financing 
Act  of  1975.  In  order  to  identify  patterns  of  change  in  public  broadcasting's 
income,  consistency  in  data  is  required.  To  make  fiscal  1978-75  data  con.^^istent 
with  the  1976  figures,  adjustments  to  the  previous  data  were  made  for  elements 
of  institutional  support  and  non-broadcast  income  which  were  not  reported  in 
those  years.  These  adjustments  bring  the  1973-75  data  closer  to  the  real  total 
income  for  those  years  than  was  shown  in  those  years'  annual  reports.  Once 
adjusted  for  consistency,  the  numbers  can  be  used  to  develop  trends  in  income 
for  the  period,  fiscal  1973-76  (table  2). 

Figure  I. — Adjusted  Public  Broadcasting  Income,  by  Major  Sources,  1973-76. 
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TABLE  2.-ADJUSTFD  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  INCOME 
[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 


1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

Total..  _. 

Percent 

$256,538 

(100.0) 

$297,  973 
(100.0) 

$369,813 
(100.0) 

$412,075 
(100.0) 

Federal 

Percent 

Non-Federal.... 

Percent 

55.585 

(20.9) 

210.953 

(79.1) 

67,005 
(22.5) 
230,  968 
(77.5) 

92,341 
(25.0) 

277,472 
<75.0) 

114.030 
(27.7) 

298.  036 
(72.3) 

Tax  based 

137,640 

146. 828 
(49.  3) 

162,  385 
(43.9) 

171,  350 

PerCf;nt 

(51.6) 

(41.6) 

Local 

State 

State  college               

31,^86 

65,o9b 

40,859 

33,  984 
76,  442 
36,  40?. 

32,917 
91,399 
38,  069 

34.  427 
91.814 
45. 109 

Nontax  based _ 

Perc?:it. 

73.31? 

(27.5) 

84, 140 
(28.2) 

115.037 
(31.1) 

12G.  686 
(30.  7) 

Privstf:  collfges.     . 

Founci::  'OP 

3,141 

20.  4M 

3,979 
17.875 
Ic  325 
?3.  059 

3,  559 
12,  343 

4.168 
2^,  688 
''5  086 
.;2,  216 
1.M31 
:   ,798 

5,370 
22,m 

tiusines'-                    _.. 

11,064 

29,  105 

SubscfiucrL. .            

17. 920 

7.515 
13.223 

42,  449 

Auction 

All  others 

11,864 
1?,910 

Source:  CPP  data  based  en  innual  financial  reports  ot  public  television  and  radio  licensees  and  other  organizations. 
Data  for  fiscdl  i   '3  7i,  based  upon  calculatiorii  r,f  ir.st;tutional  supictt  and  riOiibroadcast  iirouie  for  these  years. 
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Figure  I  illustrates  how  the  different  (atepories  of  income  have  grown  at 
different  rates.  The  F^Kleral  share  of  total  income  has  grown  consistejitly  during 
the  1973-T(')  period,  while  the  Non-Federal,  Tax-based  income  has  declined.  Non- 
Federal,  Non-Tax-based  income  about  held  its  own  as  total  inconu;  ro.se.  The 
most  substantial  increases  in  the  Non-Federal.  Non-Tax-based  category  have 
been  in  the  income  from  subscribers  and  business;  this  voluntary  income  of 
public  broadcasting  has  not  only  grown  but  also  diversified. 

Rapid  inflation  characterized  the  1973-76  period.  To  understand  public  broad- 
casting's real  growth  during  this  period,  it  is  nec-essary  to  correct  the  adjusted 
income  data  for  inflation  (table  3).  In  constant  dollars,  public  iiroadcasting's 
income  for  1973-70  grew  less  than  21  percent,  or  at  a  rate  of  about  6.;")  i>ercent 
compounded  annually ;  this  is  signiflcantly  le.ss  impressive  than  the  current 
dollar  growth  of  almost  oo  x>ercent.  or  over  15.5  ])ercent  per  annum.  In  fact, 
Non-Federal  income  actually  lost  ground  to  inflation  between  1973  and  1974, 
and  Tax-based,  Non-Federal  income  actually  declined  in  constant  dollar  terms 
during  the  three-year  period.  The  bulk  of  Non-Federal  income  growth  has 
been  in  Non-Tax-based  income  and  most  of  that — indeed  most  of  the  growth 
in  total  income — took  place  between  1974  and  1975. 

TABLE  3.— PERCENTAGE  INCREASE  OF  ADJUSTED  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  INCOME 
[In  current  and  constant  dollars,  1973-761 


1973-74 

1974-75 

1975-76 

1973-76 

Current     Constant 

Current     Constant 

Current     Constant 

Current 

Constant 

Total 

Federal 

Non-Federal  . 

11.8            0.7 
20.5             8.6 
9.5          -1.4 

24.1           13.8 
37. 8           26.  3 
20. 1            10. 1 
10.6             1.4 
36.8           24.9 

11.4  5.3 

23.5  16.7 

7.4  1.5 

5.5  -.3 
10.1             4.4 

54.6 
105.1 
41.3 
24.5 
72.8 

20.7 
60.1 
10.3 

Tax  based 

6.7          -3.9 

-2.8 

Nontax  based  . 

14.8             3.4 

34.9 

Source:  CPB  data,  same  as  table  2;  bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  figures  for  CPI. 

After  correcting  for  inflation,  the  importance  to  public  broadcasting  of  its 
Non-Federal,  Non-Tax-based  income  becomes  obvious.  Since  Non-Federal,  Tax- 
based  revenues  actually  declined  when  corrected  for  inflation,  the  basis  for  in- 
creased Non-Federal  income  for  public  broadcasting  during  the  period  1973-76 
was  its  voluntary  support,  independent  of  taxation.  Given  the  principle  of  re- 
lating Federal  funding  to  Non-Federal  income,  this  voluntary  support  was  thus 
the  basis  of  increasing  public  broadcasting's  income.  Federal  as  well  as  Non- 
Federal. 

PUBLIC    BROADCASTING    COMPARED    WITH    OTHER   BROADCASTING    SYSTEMS 

Public  broadcasting's  income,  adjusted  or  not,  lags  far  behind  that  of  other 
major  broadcast  systems.  American  commercial  broadcasting  spent  over  thirteen 
dollars  for  every  dollar  spent  by  public  broadcasters  in  1975  ( table  4 ) .  Prelimi- 
nary data  for  1976  indicate  that  public  broadcasting  remains  financially  behind. 
FCC  data  indicate  that  each  of  the  American  commercial  television  networks 
spent  more  money  for  programming  alone  in  1976  than  public  broadcasting's 
income  from  all  sources,  at  all  levels,  for  both  TV  and  radio. 
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TABLE  4.— U.S.  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  COMPARED  WITH  U.S.  COMMERCIAL  BROADCASTING 
[Dollar  amounts  in  millionsl 


1973 


1974 


1975 


Public  broadcasting  income: 

Total  income $266.5  $298.0  $369.8 

Public  television 241.2  266.6  330.0 

Public  radio 25.3  31.4  39.8 

Commercial  broadcasting  revenues: 

Total  revenues 4,966.7  5,384.6  5,814.1 

Total  broadcast  expenses 4,203.6  4,562.2  4,948.2 

Commercial  television 3,  464.8  3,  781.  5  4,  094. 1 

Broadcast  expense 2,811.7  3,043.2  3.313.8 

Commercial  radio 1,501.9  1.603.1  1,720.0 

Broadcast  expense 1,391.9  1,519.0  1,634.4 

Public  broadcasting  income  (and  expense)  as  a  percentage  of  commercial  broadcasting: 

Total 5.4  5.5  6.4 

Broadcast  expense 6.3  6.5  7.5 

Television... „           7.0  7.1  8.1 

Broadcast  expense 8.6  8.8  10.0 

Radio 1.7  2.0  2.3 

Broadcast  expense 1.8  2.1  2.4 

Sources:  CPB  data;  FCC  Annual  Broadcast  Financial  Reports. 

American  public  broadcasting  still  receives  less  support  than  major  foreign 

non-commercial  systems.  In  1975,  the  latest  year  for  which  data  are  available, 
American  public  television's  per  capita  income  was  just  over  a  third  the  BBC's, 
under  a  third  of  XHK's,  and  less  than  one  seventh  the  CBC's  (table  5). 

TABLE  5.— TELEVISION  SERVICE  COSTS  BY  SELECTED  COUNTRIES 


Total 


Per  capita 


1.  U.S.  public  television,  1975: 

Public  TV  system  revenues $330,039,000 

Federal  appropriations 80, 108,000 

2.  U.S.  commercial  television,  1975: 

Broadcast  revenues 4,  094, 100.  000 

Broadcast  expenses  only 3,  313,  800,  000 

3.  CBC  (Canada)  television,  1975: 

Broadcast  income  i 283,233,000 

Broadcast  expenses  • 259,  380,  000 

Parliamentary  grant  for  TV  i 223,  269,  000 

4.  BBC  TV  (United  Kingdom),  1975:  All  TV  expenses 241,950,000 

5.  NHKTV(Japan),  1975:  All  TV  expenses  1 555,941,000 


$1.54 
.37 

19.16 
15.51 

12.42 
11.37 
9.79 
4.31 
5.01 


1  Estimated. 

Sources:  CPB  data;  FCC  Broadcast  Financial  Data  1975;  CBC  "Annual  Report,  1975-76";  BBC 
NHK  "Handbook.  1976-77". 


'Handbook,  1976' 


In  radio,  American  public  broadcasters  were  even  worse  off  compared  to  other 
public  systems.  XHK  spent  more  than  six  times  as  much  per  capita  as  American 
public  radio  and  the  BBC  more  than  eight  times  as  much.  The  CBC,  with  na- 
tional services  in  two  languages,  spent  seventeen  times  as  much  on  radio  as 
public  broadcasting  here  (table  6). 
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TABLE  6.— RADIO  SERVICE  COSTS  BY  SELECTED  COUNTRIES 


Total 


Per  capita 


1.  U.S.  CPB-quatified  public  radio,  1975: 

CPB-qualified  public  radio  system $40,043,000  $0.19 

Revenues .-. 

Federal  appropriations 12,233,000  .06 

2.  U.S.  commercial  radio,  1975: 

Commercial  AM-FM  broadcast  revenues 1,725,000.000  8.07 

Commercial  AiVl-FM  expenses  only 1,634,400,000  7.65 

3.  CBC  (Canada)  radio,  1975: 

Radio  income' 80,820,000  3.54 

Radio  expenses' 74,013,000  3.24 

Parliamentary  grant  for  radio ' 63,709,000  2.79 

4.  BBC  (United  Kingdom);  1975:  Radio  expenses 92,108,000  1.64 

5.  NHK  (Japan),  1975:  Radio  expenses  ' 138,985,000  1.25 

'  Estimated. 

Sources:  CPB  Data;  FCC  Broadcast  Financial  Data  1975;  CBC  "Annual  Report,  1975-76";  BBC   "Handbook,   1976;'' 
NHK  "Handbook,  1976-77." 

Figure  II. — Total  Public  Broadcasting  Allocations,  Fiscal  Year  1976 
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Source  :  CPB  Data. 
Allocations 

In  addition  to  analyzing  public  broadcasting  income,  it  is  important  to  deter- 
mine how  public  broadcasting  allocates  its  resources.  Current  allocations  may  be 
divided  into  several  broad  categories  of  functions  performed  on  both  the  national 
and  local  level  (figure  II).  These  categories  then  allow  comparisons  between 
allocations  on  the  national  and  local  levels  (table  7) . 
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TABLE  7— FISCAL  YEAR  1976  TOTAL   PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  ALLOCATIONS 
[Dollar  amounts  in  thousandsl 


Total  expenses 


National  Local 


Amount  Percent         Amount  Percent 


Programing,  product'on $70,159  66.1  $90,721  29.7 

Pfogfcm  information  and  promotion 7.704  7.3  17,638  5.8 

Broadcastmg  ci'Stnbution.. 11,944  11.3  73,712  24.1 

Developp.^nt 1,141  1.1  18,355  6.0 

System    clmmistration,  expansion  and  improvement 13,016  12.2  61,036  19.9 

Capital 2,147  2.0  44,512  14.5 


Total 106,111  100.0         305,974  100.0 


Source:  CPB  data  based  on  annua!  financial  survey. 

Two  assumptions  were  made  in  calculating  the  allocations : 

1.  That  public  broadcasting  expenses  and  income  can  be  treated  as  equal  over 
time ; 

2.  That  the  data  reported  from  annual  financial  reports  to  CPB  provide  a 
satisfactory  base  from  which  to  calculate  the  costs  of  both  purely  local  services 
and  services  performed  at  local  stations  for  national  purposes;  and  furthermore, 
that  experience  allows  these  data  to  be  refined  to  categorize  some  expenses  beyond 
the  detail  requireri  by  the  reports.^ 

In  analyzing  the  allocations  of  public  broadcasting  resources,  three  points  are 
apparent : 

1.  The  bulk  of  public  broadcasting's  funds  go  into  programming  and  its  direct 
support.  Of  the  total  system's  resources,  two  dollars  out  of  three  (and  three  of 
four  operating  dollars)  go  directly  inco  the  production  or  acquisition,  the  distri- 
bution or  broadcast,  and  the  promotion  of  television  and  radio  programs.  This 
shows  a  high  concentration  by  public  broadcasting  of  resources  directly  on  its 
single  product. 

2.  The  national  elements  of  public  broadcasting  are  even  more  concentrated 
in  their  focus  on  programming  than  those  on  the  more  diversified  local  level. 
Almost  86  percent  of  the  resources  expended  by  public  broadcasting  on  the  na- 
tional level  is  concentrated  on  programming  and  its  distribution  and  promotion. 

3.  Public  broadcasting  does  not  have  an  excessive  overhead.  The  category  of 
System  Administration,  Expansion  and  Improvement  includes  not  only  classic 
"G  &  A"  management  costs,  but  also  national  efforts  at  planning,  technological 
research,  personnel  training  (including  equal  opportunity  programs  for  women 
and  minorities),  and  coverage  expansion.  Less  than  one  dollar  in  five  of  the 
system's  resources  goes  into  this  broad  management  and  improvement  category. 

The  facilities  program 

The  allocations  figures  indicate  that  about  one  public  broadcasting  dollar  in 
nine  is  spent  on  capital  goods.  The  Educational  Broadcasting  Facilities  Program 
(EBFP)  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  has  provided 
important  capital  support  for  both  the  expansion  and  upgrading  of  public  tele- 
vision and  radio  since  1963  (table  8). 


"  To  check  on  these  assumptions,  more  than  10  percent  of  the  local  station  managers  in 
both  radio  and  television  were  questioned  regarding  the  refinement  problem. 
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There  has  been  a  substantial  incraso  in  Facilities  ProKrani  funding  since 
Fiscal  1973.  About  one-third  of  all  EBFP  money  disbursed  since  its  beKinning 
was  expended  during  the  fiscal  years  1974-7(>,  while  the  average  grant  in  both 
media  was  also  generally  higher  than  before. 

EBFP  funds  have  been  used  to  upgrade  many  public  television  stations  to  color 
capability  in  the  last  few  years.  This  should  continue,  while  EBFP  grants  can 
also  be  expected  to  be  used  to  improve  tran.smission  in  many  areas  over  the  next 
few  years.  In  fiscal  years  1973-76.  the  EBFP  granted  nearly  four  times  as  many 
dollars  for  television  facilities  improvement  as  for  the  activation  of  new  services. 
On  the  other  hand,  in  radio  almost  40  percent  of  radio  grants  during  the  same 
period  supported  the  activation  of  new  stations. 

EBFP  grants  have  never  covered  all  the  facilities  requirements  of  public 
broadcasting.  Total  EBFP  grants  in  fiscal  1976  provided  only  one-quarter  of  the 
funds  requested  by  the  proposals  processed.  In  fact,  the  total  requested  in  each 
year's  unfunded  EBFP  applications  has  for  a  decade  consistently  exceeded  public 
broadcasters'  capital  expenditures  in  that  year.  In  a  consistently  undercapital- 
ized system  the  bulk  of  funds  for  facilities  has  thus  had  to  come  from  sources 
other  than  the  EBFP. 

Summary  of  the  profile 

From  reviewing  all  these  data,  a  picture  emerges.  Public  broadcasting  income 
has  increased  in  the  1970's ;  since  fiscal  1973,  Non-Federal,  Non-Tax-ba.sed  income 
has  grown  faster  than  Non-Federal,  Tax-based  income.  Public  broadcasting  ap- 
pears relatively  efficient  in  focusing  its  resources  on  the  programming  for  which 
it  was  created,  despite  remaining  under-capitalized  and  committing  a  high 
proportion  of  funds  to  the  base  costs  of  maintaining  a  diversified  and  decen- 
tralized system. 

PROJECTING    THE    FUTURE 

This  picture  of  the  present  status  of  public  broadcasting,  and  of  the  trends 
leading  up  to  it,  provides  the  basis  for  projecting  the  future.  Projections  will  be 
made  in  three  areas  : 

1.  Public  broadcasting  income  : 

2.  Public  broadcasting's  allocations  of  resources  ; 

3.  The  impact  of  Federal  funding  on  public  broadcasting's  prospects. 

The  growth  of  public  broadcasting 

In  order  to  project  public  broadcasting's  income,  an  estimate  must  be  made  of 
the  number  of  new  stations  to  begin  operation.  The  number  of  public  stations  con- 
tinues to  grow.  This  growth  has  been  rapid  in  the  1970's  and  can  be  expected  to 
continue  into  the  mid-1980's.  Furthermore,  the  .satellite  interconnection  system — 
expected  in  Fiscal  1979  in  television  and  in  Fiscal  1980  in  radio — should  help  en- 
courage continued  growth  by  providing  more  flexible  distribution  for  expanding 
programming  services  (table  9) . 

TABLE  9.— PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  GROWTH  PROJECTIONS,  1970-85 


1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

Note:  TV,  with  a  number  of  multistation  licensees,  uses  the  licensee  as  its  basic  financial  and  membership  unit.  Radio, 
with  a  more  localized  orientation  and  fewer  multistation  licensees,  uses  the  qualified  station  as  its  basic  unit  for  its  financial 
and  organizational  structure. 

Sources:  PBS,  CPB  data  for  operating  licensees  and  qualified  stations,  1970-76;  PBS,  NPR  projections  for  1977-85. 
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Public  radio 

number  of 
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Number  of 

Number  of 

licensees 

stations 

stations 

129 

200 

96 

137 

216 

109 

145 

233 

132 

149 

244 

147 

152 

253 

159 

153 

264 

169 
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270 

176 

156 

285 

191 

158 
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203 

160 

315 

215 

163 

330 

227 

166 

345 

239 

169 

360 

251 

172 

375 

263 

175 

390 

275 

178 

405 

287 
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The  decentralized  structure  of  public  broadcasting  prevents  an  accurate  pro- 
jection of  the  impact  of  the  additional  new  stations  on  population  coverage. 
Based  upon  the  patterns  of  increase  in  stations,  however,  pulDlic  broadcasting's 
continued  growth  in  the  next  decade  should  add  about  one  percent  a  year  in 
income. 

Income 

Recent  financial  trends  can  be  used  to  develop  projections  of  public  broad- 
casting income  into  the  mid-1980's  (table  10) . 

TABLE  10.— PROJECTED  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  INCOME,  FISCAL  YEAR  1977-85 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

Tax  based 

$185.0 

$199.  8 
168.0 

$215.8 
190.1 

$233. 1 
209.5 

$251.7 
231.4 

$271.9 
253.1 

$293.  6 
275.4 

$317. 1 
299.1 

$342.  5 

Nontax  based 

147.3 

324.2 

Total  non-Federal 

332.3 

367.8 

405.9 

442.6 

483.1 

525.0 

569.0 

616.2 

666.7 

CPB  appropriation! 

Non-CPB  Federal       

103.0 

51.5 

119.0 
59.5 

132.9 

66.5 

147.1 
73.6 

203.0 
91.4 

221.3 
99.6 

241.6 
108.7 

262.5 
118.2 

284.5 
128.1 

Total  Federal 

154.5 

178.5 

199.4 

220.7 

294.4 
~T7T.T 

320.9 
"845^9" 

350.3 

380.7 

412.6 

Total  income 

486.8 

546.3 

605.3 

1,079.3 

1  Federal  match  ratio  2.5:  through  fiscal  1980,  2.0:1  from  fiscal  1981  on. 
Source:  Task  force  projections. 

Figure  III. — Projected  Public  Broadcasting  Income,  1977-85. 
[Based  on  trends  1973-76] 
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Source  :  Task  Force  Projections. 


In  develoi)ing  these  projections,  certain  assumptions  were  made : 
1.   Inflation  is  assumed  at  a  con.stant  (5  percent  per  annum  thron^b  fiscal  198."). 
Variations   in   inflation    would,   of  cour.se.   affect    the   numbers   sijniificantly ;   a 
chan;;e  of  only  1  perf-ent  in  the  aiuiual  rate  of  inflation  would  mean  a  difference 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  the.se  figures  by  mi(l-19S0's. 
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2.  Additional  stations  are  expected  to  generate  a  1  percent  annual  increase 
in  total  income  for  the  system.  Variations  in  tiie  rate  of  adding  new  stations 
would  change  the  income  projections,  but  such  changes  wouhl  lil<ely  he  minor. 

3.  The  satellite  interconnection  system  is  assumed  to  begin  for  public  TV  in 
fiscal  1979,  for  public  radio  in  fiscal  IIWO.  Estimates  of  the  impact  of  tlu?  satellite 
are  included  within  each  of  the  areas  on  which  projection.s  are  calculated,  rather 
than  in  an  overall  projection  of  the  tinancial  impact  of  the  satellite.  This  impact 
of  the  satellite  could  be  underestimated,  particularly  if  the  FCC  api)roves  sig- 
nificant non-broadcast  use  of  the  satellites  in  support  of  activities  of  public  broad- 
casting licensees.^ 

4.  The  fiscal  1973-76  trends  in  the  funding  of  public  broadcasting  from  Non- 
Federal,  Tax-based  sources  allow  for  projections  of  only  limited  growth.  However, 
tt^chnical  or  other  changes  leading  to  a  new  willingness  of  state  and  local  gov- 
ernments to  commit  resources  to  public  broadcasting  could  produce  dramatic  in- 
creases in  funding  from  these  sources. 

5.  The  ratio  of  the  Federal  match  will  change  in  fiscal  1981  from  the  current 
2.5:1  to  2.0:1.' 

Mgure  III  graphically  presents  these  projections  of  public  broadcasting's  in- 
come through  fiscal  1985. 

Based  on  recent  trends,  even  with  the  changed  Federal  funding  ratio,  public 
broadcasting's  income  growth  will  be  modest.  Projected  income  growth  works 
out  to  about  11  percent  per  annum  in  current  dollars.  Given  this  report's  assump- 
tions on  inflation  and  system  expansion,  this  is  equivalent  to  an  annual  real 
growth  rate  of  only  4  percent.  Thus,  barring  an  infusion  of  additional  Federal 
support,  public  broadcasting  will  likely  remain  in  a  status  of  slow  but  steady 
growth  for  the  next  decade,  and  will  still  face  problems  with  funding  in  the 
mid-1980's. 

Also  apparent  from  these  projections  of  income  is  this :  at  its  current  rate, 
public  broadcasting  seems  unlikely  to  reach  the  appropriations  ceiling  author- 
ized in  the  Financing  Act  of  1975.  Growth  in  income  from  Non-Tax-based 
sources  has  been  promising,  but  the  growth  in  Tax-based  income  from  Non- 
Federal  sources  has  been  disappointing. 

Nevertheless,  by  the  1980's  there  is  a  chance  that  currently  unpredictable 
situations,  especially  those  having  to  do  with  special  instructional  uses  of  public 
telecommunications  systems,  might  increase  Non-Federal,  Tax-based  income 
above  its  projected  level.  Because  of  this,  and  as  an  additional  incentive  to  public 
broadcasters  to  raise  all  sorts  of  Non-Federal  funds,  the  proposed  ceilings  in 
the  new  Financing  Act  are  set  3-5  percent  above  the  level  proportional  to  the 
income  projected  here.^ 

Allocations 

Once  income  is  projected,  the  next  task  is  to  project  public  broadcasting's 
future  allocation  of  its  resources. 

In  making  these  projections,  current  trends  must  be  used.  Such  projections 
thus  cannot  define  how  public  broadcasters  will  react  to  changes  in  priorities, 
or  determine  precisely  the  way  resources  will  be  allocated  to  implement  new 
goals.  However,  these  projections  can  indicate  where  current  trends  will  take 
public  broadcasting,  and  thus  provide  insight  into  the  changes  in  allocation 
necessary  to  meet  priorities  not  currently  likely  to  be  met. 

For  the  puri^oses  of  projecting  allocations,  current  public  broadcasting  alloca- 
tions are  divided  into  two  general  categories :  "Base  Costs"  and  "Discretionary" 
expenditures.  Base  costs  are  those  necessary  to  sustain  operations  of  the  local 
stations  and  the  national  agencies :  regular  capital  expenditures ;  necessary 
broadcasting  and  distribution  costs,  and  administrat'on,  incUiding  related 
national  training,  research  and  expansion  functions.  "Discretionary"  costs  refer 
to  program  production  and  acquisition,  promotion  and  fund  raising. 


3  Such  FCC  action  would  probably  Increase  substantially  the  Non-Federal,  Tax-based 
income  of  public  broadcasting;  it  is  in  this  and  related  non-broadcasting  technologies  that 
state  and  local  government  sources  might  well  concentrate  any  new  commitment  to  public 
broadcasting. 

*  This  increase  in  Federal  funding  will  likely  produce  an  increased  Non-Federal  income  in 
subsequent  years.  No  sound  basis  exists  for  an  accurate  projection  of  just  how  much  addi- 
tional income  would  result,  so  the  figures  in  Table  10  are  uncorrected  for  this  impact.  The 
figures  are  thus  probably  somewhat  conservative. 

•  The  proposed  ceilings  for  the  2  :1  match  are  :  $210  million  for  fiscal  year  1981  ;  $230 
million  for  fiscal  year  1982  ;  $250  million  for  fiscal  year  1983  ;  $275  million  for  fiscal  year 
1984  ;  and  $300  million  for  fiscal  year  1985. 
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Figure  IV. — Projections  of  Base  Costs,  Total  Public  Broadcasting. 

1  100-  $1,079.3  TOTAL  FUNDS 

1,000  - 
900 
800 
700 


MILLIONS     600 

OF 

DOLLARS     500 

400 
300 
200 
100 
0 


DISCRETIONARY 
FUNDS 


BASE  COST 
381  9  FUNDS 

SYSTEM 

ADMINISTRATION, 
EXPANSION  AND 
IMPROVEMENT 

BROADCASTING 

AND 

DISTRIBUTION 


CAPITAL 


1976   1977   1978   1979   1980   1981   1982   1983   1984   1985 

YEAR 

Obviously,  public  broadcasters  cannot  operate  without  programming,  nor 
should  they  program  without  promotion.  Programming  expenses  are  thus  not 
really  discretionary.  Nevertheless,  public  broadcasting  organizations  have  some- 
times reduced  expenditures  in  the  program  area  (e.g.,  by  increasing  repeats  or 
acquiring  instead  of  producing  programs)  in  order  to  maintain  operational 
liability.  It  is  proportionately  harder  to  cut  back  on  base  costs  and  continue  to 
operate :  capital  must  be  expended  when  required,  transmitters  must  be  operated 
and  basic  staff  paid,  or  there  will  be  no  basis  for  improved  services  later. 

It  is  assumed  that  over  the  next  decade  public  broadcasting  can  hold  the 
increa.ses  in  its  base  costs  to  under  7.1  percent.  This  is  based  upon  increases  at 
only  the  maintenance  level  (7  percent  per  annum,  to  account  for  inflation  and 
expansion)  for  the  normal  "(j&A"  activities,  and  an  increase  of  8.75  percent  per 
annum  for  those  priority  elements  of  better  planning,  improved  training  and 
recruitment  of  new  personnel  (particularly  women  and  minorities),  continuing 
efforts  in  technological  research  and  development,  and  the  expansion  and  imi)rove- 
ment  of  the  system's  coverage  in  both  radio  and  TV. 

Figure  IV  shows  public  broadcasting's  projected  allocation  of  its  resources 
through  Fiscal  1985.  Base  costs  should  dechne  as  a  percentage  of  public  broad- 
casting's total  expenses  in  the  next  decade,  and  the  share  of  funds  available  for 
discretionary  uses  should  increase.  In  a  system  with  almost  $1.1  billion  to  spend 
in  Fiscal  1985,  the  discretionary  funds  available  for  programming  and  related 
activities,  such  as  promotion  and  development,  should  well  exceed  GO  percent 
of  public  broadcasting's  total  income.  This  should  give  public  broadcasters  a  far 
better  chance  of  solving  some  problems  that  exist  now,  when  only  about  50 
percent  of  system  resources  are  available  for  discretionary  uses. 

No  formal  predictions  are  made  here  in  this  table  as  to  the  exact  share  of 
discretionary  funds  which  public  broadcasters  will  assign  to  programming,  or  to 
any  other  item.  Priorities,  defined  in  the  planning  process  and  juljusted  under 
evolving  circumstances,  will  determine  that.  However,  public  broadcasting  cur- 
rently si)ends  more  than  three  out  of  four  (over  78  percent)  of  its  discretionary 
dollars  on  programming.  The  national  plnnning.  re.searcb,  and  ijcrsonnel  re<'ruit- 
ment  functions  assigned  here  to  the  category  of  System  Administration.  Expan- 
sion and  Improvemenl.  will  likely  get  infusions  from  additional  funds.  So  should 
capital  expenses,  particularly  as  public  broadcasting  activities  move  into  tbe  new 
non-broadcast  technologies.  Even  so,  the  present  allocation  of  about  seventy-five 
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cents  of  every  discretionary  dollar  to  proj^raiiimin^  is  probably  a  ^ood  estiniat( 
of  what  public  broadcasters  will  continue  to  do." 

Figure  V. — Impact  of  Increased  Funding. 
[A  Model  Curve] 
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The  impact  of  Federal  funding 

It  is  hard  to  overestimate  the  value  of  Federal  funding  to  public  broadcasting. 
A  realization  of  the  need  for  such  support  led  to  the  passage  of  the  Facilities 
Act  in  1962  and  Public  Broadcasting  Act  in  1967.  Even  so,  Federal  funding  pro- 
vides a  minority  of  the  financial  support  for  public  broadcasting.  As  has  already 
been  noted,  Federal  sources  provided  just  over  one  dollar  in  four  of  public 
broadcasting's  income  in  Fiscal  1976 ;  and  even  at  the  highest  level  of  income 
projected  in  this  report,  they  would  still  provide  less  than  40  percent. 

Still,  the  impact  of  any  significant  increase  in  Federal  funding  is  worth  noting. 
These  projections  show  one  such  increase  in  fiscal  1981,  when  the  match  ratio  for 
Federal  funds  is  assumed  to  change  from  2.5  :1  to  2  :1.  At  least  $40  million  of  new 
Federal  money  would  be  added  to  public  broadcasting  income  by  the  new  ratio, 
and  the  vast  majority  of  it  should  go  into  programming  and  other  priority  areas. 

There  are  other  ways  to  show  how  substantial  the  impact  of  significant  in- 
creases in  Federal  funding  would  be.  Figure  V  shows  one  simple  example ;  the 
projected  allocations  for  base  costs.  The  impact — which  symbolizes  the  result  of 
fiscal  1981  in  1980,  for  1982  in  1981,  etc.)  and  laid  over  the  curve  of  currently 
projected  allocations  fo  rbase  costs.  The  impact — which  symbolizes  the  result  of 
substantially  increased  Federal  funding  at  any  time — is  dramatic.  In  this  simple 
model,  for  example,  in  Fiscal  1981  the  base  costs  of  the  system  would  still  be  the 
projected  $290.8  million ;  but,  if  the  income  were  $845.9  million  (now  projected  in 
fiscal  year  1982),  base  costs  would  be  only  about  one-third  of  the  total  income.' 
Public  broadcasters  would  have  an  additional  $70  million  to  spend ;  most  would 
be  spent  on  thfeir  discretionary  priorities,  with  at  least  $50  million  likely  to  go 


"  This  assumption  was  reinforced  by  tlie  reactions  of  the  sample  of  managers  interviewed 
in  connection  with  this  report. 

^  Extra  funds  would  no  doubt  go  in  part  into  base  costs,  but  much  less  rapidly  than  these 
sorts  of  increases  in  funds  ;  thus,  such  a  ratio  as  this  would  likely  be  about  right. 
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to  programming.   The  same  general  pattern  can  be  predicted  under  a  rapid 
increase  in  Federal  support  under  almost  any  circumstances/ 

Thus,  most  of  the  impact  of  a  rapid  and  substantial  increase  in  Federal  funds 
at  any  point  in  time  could  be  brought  to  bear  on  the  system's  problems  as  gen- 
erally perceived  :  shortfalls  in  needed  program  dollars ;  undercapitalization  ;  slow 
staff  growth,  inhibiting  an  increase  in  the  employment  of  minorities  and  women ; 
and  poor  coverage  and  the  related  problems  with  signal  delivery.  Increased  Fed- 
eral funds  would  also  have  a  multiplier  effect  of  inspiring  later  increases  in  other 
funds,  as  a  result  of  increased  or  improved  programming  and  fund-raising. 

Summary  of  projections 

Public  broadcasting  can  look  forward  to  a  slow  but  steady  real  growth  in 
income  of  less  than  five  percent  per  annum,  with  Non-Federal  growth  largely 
stemming  from  Non-Tax-based  sources.  The  allocation  of  resources  should  con- 
tinue in  a  pattern  which  will  steadily  increase  the  share  of  funds  available  for 
discretionary  uses  beyond  the  support  of  basic  activities.  Rapid  increases  in  Fed- 
eral funding  would  substantially  increase  these  discretionary  funds. 

The  long-range  future  of  public  broadcasting  is  in  its  own  hands ;  its  capacity 
to  raise  funds  from  diverse  sources,  particularly  from  its  viewers  and  listeners, 
will  remain  the  key  to  the  viability  of  independent  public  television  and  radio 
systems.  But  the  si)eed  at  which  they  can  fulfill  their  promise,  and  at  which  they 
can  solve  their  major  problems,  depends  in  the  short  run  upon  substantial  Fed- 
eral contributions  to  the  public  broadcasting  enterprise. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Your  first  question  is,  if  we  know  the  funding  is  inade- 
quate for  a  fully  developed  system,  why  do  we  not  simply  propose 
$400  million  a  year  with  no  match,  or  half  a  billion,  or  whatever  it  is 
we  think  the  system  needs.  The  answer  is,  we  simply  do  not  know  what 
is  fully  adequate  at  this  point.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  we  are  re- 
questing in  the  legislation  this  5-year  plan  of  system  development.  Not 
only  in  2  years  will  we  have  the  Carnegie  Commission  report,  but  we 
will  also  have  the  system's  own  5-year  plan  required  to  be  submitted 
to  Congress  and  the  President  by  this  legislation.  It  will  set  forth 
what  are  the  goals  they  intend  to  achieve,  and  what  is  their  perception 
of  a  fully  adequate  system.  Is  it  a  four  channel  television  system  pro- 
vided through  the  satellite;  is  it  two  public  radio  stations  in  each 
community,  one  providing  a  classical  stream,  and  another  a  public 
affairs  stream?  What  is  it?  No  one  has  defined  a  fully  adequate  system. 

We  hear,  at  your  hearings,  about  a  $1  billion  system,  but  we  do  not 
hear  what  are  the  components  of  that  $1  billion  system,  and  we  simply 
would  like  some  answer  to  that  before  committing  massive  higher 
levels  of  funding  other  than  the  gradations  that  we  have  build  into 
this  particular  legislation. 

Mr.  Gore.  You  have  some  good  arguments  on  your  side.  I  just  think 
the  evidence  is  clear  presently  that  it  needs  more  support,  and  I  think 
the  public  broadcasting  system  is  so  important  to  this  country  that  it 
ought  to  be  supported  at  an  adequate  level. 

But  going  to  a  second  subject — the  facilities  proposal — you  indicate 
that  only  50  percent  of  the  country  is  now  getting  public  broadcasting. 
I  represent  a  rural  area  which  is  largely  uncovered.  A  lot  of  it  is,  and 
a  lot  of  it  is  not.  You  propose  $30  million  for  facilities.  I  am  glad  you 
are  moving  this  program  into  CPB  from  HEW.  ^ly  question  is,  are 
you  going  to  work  to  see  the  full  $)K)  million  is  appropriated^ 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  personally  will  connnit  to  you  that  I  will  work  to  try 
to  see  that  the  appropriation  comes  as  close  to  that  as  possible.  Of 
course,  that  is  a  decision  made  through  the  administration  in  conceil 


*  The  one  exception,  of  oonrse,  would  be  if  the  additional  Federal  funds  cnnie  tlirougli 
the  EIJFP  and  thus  were  limited  to  facilities. 
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with  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  I  do  believe  that  the  Office 
of  Mana<i^ement  and  Budget,  who  participated  very  directly  and  inti- 
mately in  this  process,  understands  the  President's  coninut merit  as 
stated  in  the  message  to  reach  the  i-emainder  of  th(»  population,  and 
understands  this  will  require  some  substantial  fundin<):. 

For  the  first  2  years  after  the  transfer,  we  have  proposed  a  continu- 
ation of  the  current  $30  million  authorization  level  until  we  a<^ain  re- 
ceive a  system-developed  comprehensive  plan  of  what  are  the  future 
needs  and  how  do  they  break  down  between  radio,  television,  new  tech- 
nologies, nonstation  educational  uses.  They  simply  are  not  before  us 
now. 

There  is  an  area  population  study  currently  being  undertaken  by 
CPB,  PBS,  and  PIEW  as  to  the  signal  coverage  area  of  the  existing 
public  television  stations  in  the  United  States.  That  is  the  study  from 
which  this  50-percent  figure  is  beginning  to  emerge  in  prel  minary 
studies,  and  once  that  information  is  available,  we  can  specifically  sec 
what  it  Avould  take  to  upgrade  UHF  signals,  what  will  it  take  to  in- 
crease power,  and  we  would  hope  similar  studies  would  be  done  for 
radio,  so  w^e  can  determine  where  higher  transmitter  power  is  neces- 
sary, where  cable  radio  might  take  a  10-watt  station  and  move  it 
throughout  a  community.  All  of  that  we  would  like  to  see  before  we 
talk  about  a  5-year  plan  for  1981  to  1985  for  the  facilities  program. 
But  yes,  you  have  my  commitment  that  I  will  work  as  hard  as  possi- 
ble to  see  that  we  are  as  close  to  that  $30  million  level  as  we  can  get. 
Mr.  Gore.  Excellent.  I  have  one  more  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
am  sensitive  to  having  taken  too  much  time.  This  deals  with  the  area 
of  duplication  of  effoi-t,  and  you  address  that  and  say  that  you  want 
to  eliminate  that.  But  really,  you  have  only  eliminated  the  overlap  in 
funding  between  CPB  and  PBS  in  the  arek  of  programing,  and  there 
are  three  other  areas  I  wanted  to  ask  you  about. 

In  the  field  of  audience  research,  CPB  has  got  $585,000 ;  PBS,  $259,- 
000;  public  information,  $620,000,  for  CPB,  $902,000  for  PBS;  Gov- 
ernment relations,  about  an  equal  amount  for  both,  $103,000  for  CPB, 
and  $106,000  for  PBS.  Now  you  include  a  kind  of  general  mandate 
to  CPB  to  please  reduce  your  administrative  costs,  but  I  would  submit 
to  you  that  is  not  a  good  substitute  for  really  eliminating  the  overlap 
as  much  as  you  can.  They  have  some  difference  in  the  missions  they  are 
asked  to  perform,  and  I  am  well  familiar  with  that  argument.  But  I  do 
not  think  you  have  gone  far  enough,  and  I  would  like  to  ask  you  your 
reasons  for  leaving  these  other  overlaps  in  there. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  In  the  message,  we  have  tried  to  state  that  we  feel  many 
operational  program  related  functions,  such  as  audience  research,  such 
as  public  relations  regarding  prograndng,  could  be  moved  out  of 
CPB  to  the  licensee  institutions,  to  PBS  and  NPR.  In  the  first  area 
you  have  chosen,  I  think  very  clearly  CPB  ought  to  be  able  to  do  some 
independent  research.  It  does  have  a  role  in  oversight  and  priority 
setting  that  may  require  it  occasionally  to  do  a  check  and  evaluation  of 
what  the  television  stations  or  radio  stations  are  saying  to  them  that 
their  audiences  want,  or  how  much  of  an  audience  they  reach,  in  de- 
ciding either  between  television  and  radio  for  funding  or  among  dif- 
ferent priorities.'But  that  occasional  effort,  we  believe,  should  be  done 
to  the  extent  possible  out  of  house  on  an  individual  need  basis  and 
not  in  terms  of  building  up  a  large  and  permanent  staff. 
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The  licensee  institutions,  PBS  and  XPR,  have  a  need  to  do  audience 
research  on  a  continual  basis  and.  certainly,  in  a  system  based  on  trust 
and  cooperation,  that  information  would  be  available  to  CPB  and 
usable  by  it.  A^ain.  in  the  public  relations,  public  information  area 
it  seems  to  us,  as  I  have  stated  in  my  testimony,  that  if  you  are  making 
ofrants  on  a  multiyear  or  annual  bloc  basis  and  you  are  making  those 
decisions  one,  two,  or  three  times  a  year  for  future  years,  you  have  to 
put  out  very  few  press  releases  to  announce  those  decisions,  and  that 
mode  of  operation  should  logically  lead  CPB  to  a  reduction  of  these 
functions. 

Government  relations — I  think  that  that  is  one  area  that  this  com- 
mittee ought  to  feel  that  they  have  a  great  interest  in  and  more  exper- 
tise than  we  do,  in  looking  at  duplication.  How  much  relations  does 
this  committee  feel  it  needs  from  CPB  and  PBS  and  XPR  ?  We  leave 
that  to  you.  But  in  all  of  these  areas  we  have  tried  to  send  a  message 
that  is  consistent  with  the  message  the  President  has  sent  as  to  all 
federally  funded  projects,  asking  for  more  leanness,  less  overhead,  less 
bureaucracy. 

We  have  resisted,  as  I  said,  earmarking  this  by  setting  numbers  or 
figures.  The  committee's  judgment  may  be  different.  Our  judgment 
simply  was  that  it  would  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  manner  in  which 
CPB  ought  to  operate  and  then  provide  both  Presidential  and  con- 
gressional intent  as  clearly  as  possible  that  functioning  under  this 
manner  should  not  require  a  large  topheavy  staff. 

Mr.  Gore.  I  don't  think  it  has  gone  quite  far  enough.  But  again,  I  do 
not  want  my  criticisms  to  obscure  my  general  applause  for  this  initia- 
tive. I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  all.  I  am  delighted  the  Presi- 
dent has  committed  the  resources  in  the  executive  branch,  and  time, 
talent,  and  energ}^  that  the  public  broadcasting  network  needs,  and  I 
look  forward  to  hammering  out  the  details  of  this  plan.  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlix.  Mr.  Marks  ? 

Mr.  Marks.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  ^Ir.  Lloyd,  I  would  like  to 
direct  my  few  questions  into  a  different  area  if  I  may.  It  has  to  do  with 
the  removal  of  the  ban  on  editorializing.  I  first  want  to  be  sure,  are 
the  suggestions  that  the  removal  of  this  ban  would  include  editorializ- 
ing on  political  matters  concerning  political  candidates  for  office  as 
well  as  other  areas  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  have  removed  that  ban  from  the  legislation,  both 
as  to  editorializing  on  public  issues  and  on  candidates  for  public  office. 
That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Marks.  Was  there  concern  shown  at  the  time  as  to  what  effect 
that  might  have  on  public  running  for  political  office?  Where  the  edi- 
torializing would  be  coming  out  of  the  public  broadcasting  system, 
where  people  would  not  be  so  concerned  tluit  there  may  be  selfish 
interests  and,  therefore,  tip  the  scale  so  very  greatly  on  one  side  or  the 
other? 

Mr.  Li/)YD.  I  see  your  point.  As  I  stated  in  my  testimony,  the  way 
we  put  the  argument  was,  why  should  someone  that  is  basing  its  reve- 
nues on  commercial  sale  of  products  have  a  right  to  express  its  opinion 
on  a  matter  of  moment  to  the  local  community,  and  an  institution  that 
broadly  gets  its  contributions  from  individuals,  foundations,  and 
where \he  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting  will  insulate  Federal 
dollars  as  we  propose,  why  they  should  not  similarly  be  able  to  express 
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that  opinion  with  full  adherence  to  the  Fairness  Doctrine  and  the 
opportunities  for  reply.  I  think  that,  as  you  will  note  in  our  legisla- 
tion, we  did  feel  the  risk  was  very  high  in  the  cases  of  vState-funded, 
State-owned,  public  stations,  or  local  school  board-owned  stations, 
anywhere  where  there  was  local  government  ownership  of  the  station. 
We  felt  that  the  potential  for  political  interference  of  a  State  CJov- 
ernor,  for  example,  urging  a  State  system  to  urge  his  reelection,  or  at 
least  the  appearance  that  that  was  taking  place,  was  too  high  a  price 
to  pay. 

But  we  do  want  to  get  this  issue  on  the  table.  We  do  believe  that 
there  is,  ultimately,  a  very  strong  constitutional  argument  for  parity 
between  commercial  and  public  broadcasters  in  the  fields  of  journalism 
and  editorial  content.  We  want  to  work  with  you  to  look  at  whether 
that  is  a  problem  in  public  perception,  and  see  if  those  risks  are  so 
great  that  we  cannot  take  this  step  of  saying  that  public  broadcasting 
is  mature  enough. 

People  understand  the  diversity  of  its  funding  sources  and  its  sepa- 
ration from  the  Government,  and  that  it  has  matured  and  is  as  ready 
to  take  on  this  responsibility  as  its  commercial  counterparts  are. 

^Ir.  Marks,  There  is  no  question,  I  gather  from  your  remarks,  that 
that  was  a  serious  concern  of  yours  at  that  time  and  remains  one. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Marks.  If  the  so-called  "journalistic  independence"  is  one  of 
the  goals  of  this  proposed  legislation,  why  does  the  proposed  bill  re- 
tain in  it,  section  396.  which  requires  strict  adherence  to  objectivity 
and  balance  in  all  programs  in  a  series  of  a  controversial  nature  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  One  reason  that  we  have  not  moved  to  strike  that,  and 
again  we  would  look  to  the  subcommittee  for  assistance  and  guidance 
if  it  believes  that  that  is  a  subject  that  we  should  take  on,  was  that  the 
courts  have  essentially  rendered  that  provision  a  hortatory  one  for 
the  guidance  of  the  Corporation  and  the  public  system  in  its  program- 
ing process.  It  has  essentially  been  rendered  to  mean  that  the  system 
shall  be  very  careful  to  retain  adherence  to  the  Fairness  Doctrine. 

The  public  stations  that  we  talked  to  said  this  section  was  simply 
not  a  concern  to  them  in  its  operation,  but  it  is  interpreted  by  the 
courts  as  merely  requiring  what  is  required  of  commercial  broad- 
casters— in  a  series  of  programs,  over  a  period  of  time,  there  must  be 
a  rough  equality  of  balance  of  competing  viewpoints.  They  said  that 
compliance  with  that  simply  had  not  caused  them  any  problems,  that 
they  were  being,  they  felt,  balanced,  objective  and  fair,  and  that  they 
did  not  want  to  fight  very  hard  for  its  removal  in  a  battle  that  might 
be  misconstrued  as  meaning  that  they  wanted  to  be  unbalanced,  un- 
objective,  and  unfair.  That  was  simply  a  decision  we  made  after  talk- 
ing to  many  licensees  about  that  issue.  It  is  a  concern  we  would  like  to 
address  with  you. 

Mr.  Marks.  Mr.  Lloyd,  there  is  another  area  that  I  would  like  to 
mention  to  you  at  this'^time.  Many  of  the  public  broadcast  licensees 
are  governmental  entities  whose  board  is  made  up  of  the  local  board 
of  education,  or  the  board  of  trustees  of  a  State  university,  even  a 
State  communications  or  telecommunications  industry,  and  these  en- 
tities will  usually  consider  public  broadcasting  at  the  regular  meet- 
ings as  one  of  perhaps  a  number  of  items  on  the  agenda.  How  would 
the  open  meetings  provision  apply  to  them  ? 
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Mr.  Lloyd.  Again,  we  would  look  to  further  clarification  in  legisla- 
tive history,  but  it  is  our  intent  that  it  would  apply  to  them  only 
when  they  were  meeting  on  a  matter  concerning  public  broadcasting, 
and,  for  that  period  of  time  that  they  were  considering  public 
broadcasting. 

It  seems  to  me,  and  this  is  subject  to  change  during  the  process 
of  legislative  drafting  and  legislative  history,  that  such  a  board 
would  announce  a  week  ahead  of  time  that,  at  its  regular  meeting,  it 
was  going  to  consider  the  operations  of  its  public  broadcasting  sta- 
tion license  and  it  was  going  to  do  so  between  the  hours  of  3  and 
4  p.m.,  and  that  the  public  was  invited  to  attend,  and  participate  or 
view  that  deliberation. 

]\Ir.  Marks.  I  was  also  curious  about  how  you  would  enforce 
such  a  provision  as  that  in  the  way  boards  could  take  a  look  at  the 
board  of  education.  How  are  you  going  to  say  to  them  that  they  make 
an  announcement  between  2  :30  and  2  :45  we  will  discuss  these  issues, 
but  after  that  you  have  to  get  yourself  out  of  here  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  CPB  is  called  upon  by  the  legislation  to  develop  guide- 
lines for  how  this  would  operate,  which  would  become  part  of  their 
grantmaking  process  to  the  licensees.  These  would  be  clearly  under- 
stood by  all  licensees  during  the  grantmaking  process. 

We  are  not  looking  to  either  have  the  FCC  enforce  this,  or  to 
create  private  rights  of  action  in  individual  citizens  to  enable  them 
to  go  to  court  and  tie  up  local  stations  in  endless  litigation.  We  think 
the  legislative  history  should  clearly  reflect  this  intent  if  Congress 
agrees  with  us  that  this  is  a  proper  goal,  and  something  that  we  should 
move  to  require  of  public  stations. 

Mr.  Marks.  Just  one  more  question,  if  I  may.  I  am  sure  that  you 
were  concerned  in  placing  this  in  the  proposal  of  the  inhibiting  factor 
it  might  have  on  those  members  of  the  board  who  are  meeting.  I  must 
again  assume  that  you  obviously  felt  the  inhibiting  factors  were  not 
of  such  great  concern  to  you  as  putting  in  the  sunshine  factors.  At 
this  stage  of  public  broadcasting,  have  you  personally,  perhaps  I 
should  ask,  been  very  concerned  about  this  particular  area  and  what  it 
might  do  ? 

Mr.  Lloit).  I  think  that  public  broadcasting  is  mature  enough  to  be 
as  open  as  Federal  agencies  or  the  Congress  of  the  L^nited  States  in  its 
deliberations.  During  the  hearings  on  public  broadcasting  held  by  this 
committee  in  September,  PBS  stated  that  two-tliirds  of  its  licensees 
already  hold  open  board  meetings,  and  that  this  would  only  aifect  an 
additional  one-third  of  the  stations.  In  fact,  it  usually  works  out  that 
school  boards  and  State  licensees  that  you  have  described  are  the  ones 
that  already  are  subject  to  sunshine  undei*  State  statutes  and  local 
statutes,  and  that  the  licensees  that  are  not  holding  the  open  meetings 
are  the  community  licensees,  the  private,  nonprofit  licensees. 

Mr.  Marks.  One  last,  last  question,  if  I  may.  The  proposed  legisla- 
tion as  we  see  it  is  silent  on  tlie  mechanisms  for  appointing  board  mem- 
bers on  both  the  national  and  local  level.  Ts  it  your  feeling  that  no 
improvements  are  necessary  in  this  regard,  and  as  well,  can  the  CPB 
Board  ever  be  truly  inde])endent  as  long  as  the  President  a])points  the 
majority  of  the  board  members? 
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Mr.  Lloyd.  As  to  the  appointment  process  for  the  CPB  Board,  the 
President  believes  that,  in  this  case,  he  should  take  this  very  unusual 
step  of  giving  up  the  power  to  appoint  the  full  board,  and  has  agreed 
to  propose  to  Congress  that  4  places  on  the  liVperson  board  should  be 
turned  over  to  the  licensees — to  at  least  some  of  the  shareholders  of 
the  system — for  their  selection.  The  bill  does  not  specify  in  great  de- 
tail how  this  process  is  to  take  place.  Again,  Ave  have  left  that  for  legis- 
lative history  if  necessary.  But  we  feel  the  maximum  flexibility  ought 
to  be  provided  the  licensees  to  select  those  board  members  in  any  way 
that  they  feel  is  proper.  We  would  assume  they  would  not  necessarily 
choose  only  from  their  own  ranks  of  station  managers  and  station 
board  members.  They  might  well  seek  to  put  an  eminent  journalist  or 
writer  on  the  CPB  Board,  one  who  shares  their  goals  of  insulation  and 
commitment  to  the  creative  process. 

But  the  President  also  believes  that  it  is  important  that  the  Presi- 
dent and  Congress  and  the  Senate  look  to  those  interests  which  may 
not  be  represented  entirely  by  and  through  the  station  management, 
even  with  the  increased  accountability  this  bill  would  provide,  and 
that  they  m.ust  look  to  some  of  the  other  shareholders  in  this  system 
and  perhaps  fill  these  gaps  by  their  own  appointment  process  to  the 
CPB  Board.  It  is  a  mutual  sharing  of  means  of  appointing  people  to 
the  board  and  the  responsibility  to  see  that  those  persons,  those  men 
and  women,  represent  the  great  diversity  of  this  country. 

As  to  the  local  level,  we  have  not  recommended  any  change  in 
board  structures  at  the  local  level  be  mandated  by  legislation.  We 
feel  that,  at  this  point,  we  would  be  going  into  too  detailed  an  involve- 
ment with  local.  State,  and  private  licensee  judgments  as  to  how  to 
structure  their  particular  boards,  and  how  to  select  them,  whether 
by  election  or  by  appointment.  Certainly  we  would  like  to  work  with 
the  subcommittee  on  that  question.  We  agree  it  is  an  important  ques- 
tion, probably  one  of  the  most  important  questions.  We  are  not  sure 
we  know  the  answers  as  to  what  precisely  the  best  model  for  a  local 
station  is.  There  are  so  many  kinds  of  licensees.  What  model  would 
we  propose — if  we  use  the  standard  of  broadly  representative,  is  the 
school  board  elected  by  the  people  of  that  community  a  broadly  rep- 
resentative board  ?  It  is  a  very  difficult  issue  to  face  and  answer.  We 
are  hoping  the  Carnegie  Commission  will  look  at  this  question.  They 
have  said  they  will  look  at  the  question,  look  at  all  the  different  kinds 
of  local  licensee  structures  and  boards  and  try  to  come  up  with  some 
models.  Then,  perhaps  the  President  or  Congress  could  put  forward 
such  proposed  models  for  States  to  adopt,  for  local  communities  to 
adopt,  that  either  provide  for  direct  election  of  board  members,  or 
whatever.  But  at  this  point,  we  are  simply  not  prepared  to  recommend 
legislation  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Marks.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Lloyd.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlix.  Mr.  Markey. 

Mr.  Markey.  I  just  have  one  question.  Why  does  the  administration 
bill  set  aside  25  percent  specifically  for  national  programing,  but  does 
not  include  any  type  of  designation  for  local  programing?  One  of 
the  problems  often  commented  upon  is  perhaps  8  out  of  every  10 
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Federal  dollars  in  public  broadcasting  goes  to  the  bureaucratic  struc- 
ture. Why  have  you  not  designated  any  of  this  money  specifically 
on  a  percentage  basis  for  use  by  local  programing? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  am  glad  that  you  asked  that.  I  have  discussed  that 
at  some  length  with  some  numbers  in  the  testimony.  I  Avill  go  through 
some  of  them  now. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Federal  Government  provides  only  one-third 
of  the  funding  for  the  public  broadcasting  system.  The  other  two- 
thirds  come  primarily  from  State  and  local  governments  and  indi- 
vidual contributors,  with  some  from  foundations  and  corporations. 
But  the  majority  of  it,  the  vast  bulk  of  it,  goes  to  the  local  stations. 
That  is  the  non-Federal  funding,  and  that  funding,  two-thirds  of  the 
funding  in  the  system,  is  available  for  local  programs.. 

In  addition,  we  have  set  this  25-percent  figure  at  a  level  so  that 
funds  made  available  to  the  local  stations  directly,  for  whatever  dis- 
cretionary use,  could  in  fact  increase  from  the  present  58-percent  level 
of  the  CPB  appropriation,  it  could  go  up  slightly  to  around  60  per- 
cent at  the  figures  we  have  looked  at. 

It  seems  that,  when  you  look  at  the  total  picture,  what  we  are 
asking  is  that  one-twelfth  of  the  total  system  revenues  be  set  aside 
for  high  quality  domestic  national  program  production.  We  feel  the 
record  of  the  hearings  you  held  was  uniform  with  every  member  of 
the  American  creative  community  that  came  before  the  subcommittee 
testifying  that  this  was  a  crying  need. 

There  is  a  need  for  the  fostering  of  American  talent  and  a  national 
showcase  to  show  that.  We  feel  that  is  not  too  much  to  ask,  and  we  feel 
it  clearly  benefits  local  stations  in  their  own  local  fund  raising  to  do 
local  programs,  if  they  have  a  high  quality  schedule  of  national  chil- 
dren's programing,  of  national  educational  programing,  of  drama,  of 
history,  of  science.  These  are  programs  we  feel  the  licensees  recognize 
they  cannot  produce  each  individually  at  their  local  stations.  This  is 
the  rationale  for  Federal  funding  in  the  first  place,  and  we  continue  to 
feel  it  is  important. 

We  know  the  stations  will  continue  to  aggregate  their  own  com- 
munity service  grants  in  some  high  measure  for  local  purposes.  And, 
as  I  have  stated  in  this  testimony,  at  the  levels  proposed  for  fiscal 
1982,  even  if  not  only  25  percent  were  set  aside  for  national  program- 
ing at  the  CPB  level,  but  the  stations  also  match  that  with  another  25 
percent  for  national  programing,  the  amount  remaining  in  community 
service  grants  they  could  use  for  local  programing  would  be  higher 
than  the  total  amount  of  community  service  grants  going  to  licensees 
today. 

I  think  that  the  vast  amount  of  money  in  the  system  is  already 
available  for  local  purposes.  If  local  stations  are  not  using  those  funds 
for  local  programing,  that  is  a  matter  of  accountability  between  them 
and  their  local  communities.  That  is  the  rationale  of  theii'  licenses,  that 
they  do  provide  local  service,  and  our  legislation  will  make  it  easier 
foi-  the  local  community  to  find  out  that  information  and  make  an  ac- 
countable relationshii)  "as  to  what  pr()i)ortion  of  this  other  five-sixths 
of  the  money  is  going  for  local  programing. 

Mr..MAKKKY.  I  have  no  other  (piestions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Vax  Dkerlin.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Moore.  No  (luestions  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Vax  Deerlin.  Mr.  Moorhead. 

Mr.  Moorhead.  The  Prosident's  niessa<!:('  iir<j:('s  the  FCC  to  iinpiove 
UHF  rocoivcM's.  Yet  we  understand  that  economical ly  inor(»  improve- 
ment could  be  made  by  gettin<r  the  volume  up,  the  power  of  tiie  sta- 
tions. Do  you  think  it  is  wise  to  mandate  indivichial  costs  go  up  when, 
for  a  much  kisser  cost  you  coukl  improve  the  power-  the  stations  liave 
that  were  making  public  broadcasts? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  The  Pi-esident's  message  states  he  hopes  the  FCC  will 
move  quickly  on  that  docket,  and  weigh  carefully  the  very  cost  and 
benefit  information  you  have  stated.  It  is  not  that  the  President  lias 
come  to  a  judgment  one  way  or  another  on  an  FCC  docket.  That  would 
be  inappropriate.  That  is  an  independent  entity.  If  there  is  a  formal 
executive  branch  submission  on  that  docket,  it  will  come  through  the 
new  Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  formal  pleading.  But  the 
President  Avas  simply  stating  in  that  section  that  that  PX'C  clocket  and 
the  docket  proposing  to  look  at  a  table  of  noncommercial  FM  radio 
allocations  are  long  overdue.  They  have  languished  for  years,  and  it  is 
time  to  come  to  a  decision. 

If  w^e  are  going  to  go  the  route  of  increased  power  for  UHF  stations, 
then  we  simply  have  to  know  that  for  our  planning  for  the  facilities 
program  over  the  next  5  years.  If  we  are  going  in  the  direction  of 
better  receivers,  we  can  save  those  costs  out  of  the  Federal  direct 
budget.  The  President  was  simply  saying,  give  us  an  answer  so  we  can 
do  some  planning  which  way  to  go. 

Mr.  Moorhead.  I  am  interested  in  the  educational  stations.  I  know- 
many  of  them  are  operated  by  the  local  school  boards.  You  have,  in 
your  legislation,  requirements  on  open  meetings  and  so  forth.  How  will 
this  affect  the  local  school  boards  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  that  w^e  would  like  to  w^ork  in  the  legislative  his- 
tory of  this  act  to  make  sure  that  we  reduce  to  the  extent  possible  any 
burdens  on  licensees  that  are  no  commensurate  with  the  benefits  to  the 
local  public  achieved.  We  have  to  be  clear  as  to  what  burdens  this  will 
impose.  We  do  not  feel  it  will  impose  unreasonable  burdens  if  defined 
to  include  only  those  meetings  at  which  public  broadcasting  business 
is  discussed. 

We  do  not  think  the  financial  record  provision  will  impose  an  undue 
burden,  because  each  station  already  must  provide  that  information 
to  CPB  as  part  of  obtaining  a  community  service  grant.  We  are  simply 
saying  what  it  provides  to  CPB  should  be  open  for  public  inspection. 
There  is  no  additional  data  collection  or  gathering  proposed,  and  those 
reports  are  quite  complete.  We  believe  if  the  subcommittee  examines 
those  reports  and  the  information  they  contain  as  to  the  station's  fi- 
nances, they  Avill  find  them  to  be  quite  adequate  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Moorhead.  I  think  an  examination  of  the  moneys  the  various 
stations  throughout  the  country  have  made  available  to  them  will 
show  that  these  educational  stations  probably  get  a  lot  less  than  their 
their  counterparts  in  the  public  broadcasting  area.  Perhaps  the  justi- 
fication is  that  they  do  not  have  as  many  people  watching,  but  yet  they 
fulfill  a  very  useful  purpose,  perhaps  a  more  useful  purpose  than  the 
other,  because  they  are  in  a  field  that  is  not  otherwise  covered.  Is  there 
any  attempt  going  to  be  made  to  get  more  adequate  financing  from 
them,  or  will  it  depend  upon  the  local  public  schools  to  basically  pro- 
vide that  support? 
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One  other  thing  is,  they  also  usually  do  not  have  the  access  to  out- 
side funds  other  than  through  the  regular  educational  financing  the 
other  stations  do. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  The  legislation  contains  no  set  aside  for  instructional 
programing  per  se.  The  President,  in  his  message,  did  state  that  he 
strongly  believes  that  public  broadcasting  still  has  a  role  in  both  in 
school  and  adult  instruction,  and  that  lifelong  learning  should  con- 
tinue to  be  a  goal  of  the  public  system.  Xow  that  may,  perhaps,  not 
always  be  most  efficiently  done  by  over-the-air  broadcasting.  It  may 
be  better  done  by  instructional  fixed  television  service,  video  cassette. 
or  video  disc.  But  I  think  there  is  no  downgrading  of  that  important 
goal  in  the  President's  message.  We  simply  have  felt  that  we  should 
not  get  into  the  details  of  setting  aside  certain  amounts  for  that  par- 
ticular purpose  but  we  would  encourage  public  broadcasting  to  con- 
tinue to  play  a  role  in  that  area  to  foster  instructional  use  of  stations. 

Mr.  MooRHEAD.  I  have  one  last  question,  because  the  bells  have  rung 
and  we  will  have  to  be  leaving.  But  the  proposed  legislation  is  sound, 
and  contains  the  mechanism  for  appointing  board  members  on  botli 
national  and  local  levels.  Do  you  feel  that  no  improvements  are  neces- 
sary in  this  particular  area  and,  can  the  CPB  board  ever  be  truly  inde- 
pendent as  long  as  the  President  appoints  the  majority  of  the  board 
members  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  that  CPB,  as  I  have  stated,  should  have  account- 
ability through  the  political  process  for  a  major  portion  of  its  board 
appointments.  I  believe  there  is  a  positive  benefit  to  having  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Congress  appoint  a  majority  of  that  board.  But  I  think  it 
is  important  that  licensees  be  included  in  participation  in  that  board 
and  that  that  would  provide  sufficient  insulation  so  that  neither  this 
President,  nor  any  President  in  the  future,  can  attempt  to  dictate  the 
content  of  individual  programs  for  public  broadcasting. 

Mr.  MooRHEAD.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlix.  Staff  counsel,  Mr.  Shooshan  ? 

Mr.  Shooshan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  I  could,  I  would  like 
to  have  the  record  reflect  that  from  the  point  of  view  of  staff  of  the 
subcommittee,  we  had  an  extremely  cooperative  working  relationship, 
particularly  with  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Sachs  and  other  people  involved 
on  this,  keeping  us  apprised  as  to  what  they  were  doing  and  their  ideas. 
It  was  a  good  give  and  take,  and  it  is  something  we  very  much 
appreciate. 

Perhaps  at  some  point  there  was  too  much  cooperation,  in  the  sense 
that  there  were  so  many  drafts  going  around,  it  was  hard  to  tell 
which  was  the  final  one. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  you  have  indicated  on  several  occasions  this  morning 
that  between  now  and  the  next  year  you  may  want  to  make  technical 
amendments  to  the  legislation.  Some  of  them  sounded  technical,  some 
of  them  may  appear  to  be  substantive  as  we  have  discussed  them  today. 
Are  you  going  to  be  shifting  from  the  position  taken  in  H.R.  9620? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  we  should  be  clear  that  the  President  is  com- 
mitted to  the  recommendations  and  ])roposals  stated  in  his  message.  I 
think  that  it  would  be,  if  we  shift  from  those,  a  major  step.  We  feel  we 
have  done  the  homework,  we  have  done  the  groundwork.  We  are  com- 
mitted to  the  basic  principles  as  stated  in  that  message. 
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Now  the  bill,  as  you  well  know,  is  a  technical  document.  Not  the 
President,  but  the  technicians,  myself,  and  Robert  and  the  staff  of 
the  subcommittee,  nmst  make  sure  it  reflects  what  our  principals  be- 
lieve in.  If  it  does  not,  we  would  like  to  work  very  strongly  to  clarify 
and  refine  the  bill  and  if  convinced  there  are  areas  uncovered  in 
which  substantive  legislation  and  amendment  is  necessary,  we  would 
like  to  work  with  you  on  those.  I  am  not  drawing  a  fine  line. 

Mr.  SiioosHAN.  I  wanted  to  make  it  clear  what  you  would  be  doing 
in  the  months  between  today  and  whenever  the  subject  is  taken  up 
again.  Are  you  going  to  be  continuing  to  meet  with  the  parties  in- 
volved in  an  attempt  to  resolve  changes  in  the  legislation,  and  if  so, 
what  is  the  role  for  the  Congress  in  reacting  to  H.R.  9620? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  would  like  very  much  for  the  subcommittee  to  play 
a  role  in  all  discussions,  to  be  continually  apprised  of  any  changes 
we  are  discussing  with  any  interest,  whether  they  be  within  the  in- 
dustry, in  terms  of  the  Corporation,  the  Public  Broadcasting  Service, 
National  Public  Radio,  or  the  National  Education  Association  and 
the  Black  Caucus.  Many  gi^oups  we  are  meeting  with  continually  and 
we  will  continue  to  meet  with  those  groups  with  an  interest,  to  insure 
they  have  a  full  understanding  of  the  message  and  the  bill.  If  they 
have  any  feelings  the  bill  is  unclear,  we  would  work 

Mr.  Shooshan.  You  want  the  opportunity  to  come  back  in  at  some 
point  and  perhaps  make  some  changes  to  this  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  But  we  would  expect  those  changes  to  be  technical  in 
most  cases.  They  w^ould  be  technical,  clarifying,  and  refining.  This 
is  the  administration's  proposal,  and  we  would  like  to  work  from  it 
as  a  base. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  Fine.  Turning  to  some  more  substantive  questions, 
you  alluded  at  one  point  in  your  presentation  as  to  why  we  find  no 
equal  employment  opportunities  enforcement  mechanism  specified  in 
the  legislation  when  clearly  that  is  the  issue. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  agree,  it  is  the  key  and  critical  issue.  We  would 
like,  at  this  point,  to  put  the  letter  in  the  record  that  the  chairman 
sent  to  us  requesting  us  to  withhold  formal  judgment  in  the  legisla- 
tion on  this  kind  of  detail  until  the  task  force  that  has  been  set  up, 
the  interagency  task  force,  has  had  a  chance  to  report,  and  our  letter 
in  reply  to  him.  stating  that  we  would  do  that,  and  would  apprise 
0MB  of  the  reason  we  Avere  doing  that. 

We  would  look  to  work  with  you  on  this,  and  we  look  for  that  to  be 
one  of  the  significant  and  not  simply  technical  amendments. 

Mr.  Gore  [presiding].  Without  objection,  the  record  will  be  held 
open  for  insertion  of  that  material,  but  we  want  to  make  sure  that 
the  record  accurately  reflects  the  character  of  those  letters.  I  am  not 
sure  there  would  be  total  agreement  on  that. 

[The  following  correspondence  was  received  for  the  record :] 

T^S.  House  of  Representatives. 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  27, 1977. 
^Ir.  James  T.  McIntyre, 

Deputy  Direetor,  Offiec  of  Management  and  Budget,  Exeeutire  Offiee  Building. 
Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  :Mr.  ]\rrlNTYRE :  It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  the  White  House  is 
currently  preparing  amendments  to  the  Public  Broadcasting  Act  which,  among 
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other  things,  will  attempt  to  clarify  the  equal  employment  opportunity  responsi- 
bilities of  public  broadcasters.  This  has  raised  a  concern  which  I  would  like  to 
share  with  you. 

Last  year,  the  Subcommittee  on  Communications  held  hearings  on  the  en- 
forcement of  equal  employment  opportunity  and  antidiscrimination  laws  in  pub- 
lic broadcasting.  We  found  that  the  EEC  record  of  public  broadcasters  was 
shamefully  inadequate,  and  that  government  procedures  for  oversight  and  en- 
forcement were  clearly  ineffective.  A  full  discussion  of  the  Subcommittee's  find- 
ings and  recommendations  is  contained  in  a  report  on  the  hearings  issued  last 
April  (copy  enclosed). 

Following  the  publication  of  its  report,  the  Subcommittee  requested  that  an 
interagency  task  force  be  established  to  look  into  solutions  to  the  problems  that 
the  Subcommittee  had  found.  The  task  force,  which  includes  rei>resentatives  of 
the  Justice  Department,  the  Federal  Communications  Commission,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Commission,  is  scheduled  to  complete  its  work  by  the  end  of  the  year. 

My  concern  is  that  the  Administration's  preparation  of  propo.sed  legislation 
on  EEO  responsibilities  in  public  broadcasting  could  inhibit  the  freedom  of  task 
force  members  to  examine  alternative  legislative  and  administrative  remedies. 
I  am  not  suggesting,  of  course,  that  the  White  House  should  refrain  from  pro- 
posing legislation  in  this  area.  On  the  contrary,  the  more  attention  that  is  given 
to  improving  the  EEO  outlook  in  public  broadcasting,  the  more  likely  it  is  that 
a  solution  will  be  found.  I  simply  seek  your  assurance  that  the  Administration's 
adoption  of  a  legislative  package  on  public  broadcasting  will  in  no  way  under- 
mine the  work  of  the  interagency  task  force  or  the  ability  of  any  of  the  partici- 
pants to  make  whatever  recommendations  they  see  fit. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from 
you. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Lionel  Van  Deert.in. 
Chairman.  Subcommittee  on  Communications. 


The  White  House. 
Washington.  September  30.  1977. 
Hon.  Lionel  Van  Deerlin, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Communications  of  the  House  Interstate  and  For- 
eign Commerce  Committee,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Congressman  Van  Deerlin  :  I  am  replying  for  Acting  Director  ]\lclntyre 
to    your  letter  of  September  27  about  equal  employment  enforcement  in  public 
broadcasting. 

The  Administration  will  shortly  submit  legislation  which,  among  other  things, 
clarifies  the  application  of  equal  employment  laws  to  public  broadcasters.  As 
indicated  recently  to  your  staff,  we  look  to  your  task  force  for  guidance  on  the 
details  of  the  provision,  so  submission  of  this  legislation  will  not  commit  the 
Administration  to  any  specific  approach  on  this  issue.  OMB  has  advised  me  they 
concur  with  this  position. 
Sincerely, 

Richard  M.  Xetstadt. 
Assistant  Director,  Domestic  Policy  Staff. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  If  we  were  not  doing  what  the  subcommittee  had  in  mind 
in  requesting  us  to  hold  off  on  that  decision,  we  would  be  glad  to  discuss 
that  with  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you.  I  was  going  to  ask  that 
the  letters,  the  exchange  of  corrosi)ondence,  also  Ix^  put  in  the  record, 
because  on  page  2  of  the  letter  to  ^Ir.  ^Mclntyre,  the  letter  answered  by 
Mr.  Xeustadt,  Chairman  Van  Deerlin  said,  and  I  would  like  to  quote 
two  sentences  of  that  letter  to  clarify  it,  ''T  am  not  suggesting,  of  course, 
that  White  House  should  refrain  from  proposing  legislation  in  this 
area.  On  the  contrary,  the  more  attention  that  is  given  to  improving 
the  EP:0  outlook  in^^il^lic  broadcasting,  the  more  likely  it  is  that  a 
solution  will  be  found." 
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In  short,  the  Chainnan's  concern  was  only  that  in  developing  your 
own  position,  you  not  undercut  or  undermine  in  any  way  tin;  reroni- 
mendation  of  the  task  force.  They  would  be  perfectly  free  to  come  out 
with  their  own  recommendation*!  The  letter  was  not  to  ask  that  the 
administration  not  take  a  position  on  what  is,  in  fact,  the  crux  of  the 
whole  EEO  matter. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  AVe  felt  that  we  would  carry  forth  this  by  proposing  leg- 
islation in  public  broadcasting  on  EEO.  AVe  proposed  that  there  should 
be  a  clear  statutory  resolution  of  the  first  level  issue,  that  is,  does  title  0 
and  title  9  apply  to  CPB  and  its  grantees?  We  felt  there  was  sufficient 
agreement  on  that  with  the  subcommittee's  report  and  the  Justice 
Department's  opinion,  that  we  should  move  to  write  that  into 
legislation. 

We  could  have  chosen  to  suggest  an  enforcement  entity  that  we  would 
have  chosen,  and  then  changed  that  in  January  to  reflect  what  the  task 
force  had  come  out  with. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  Or  you  could  have  taken  a  contrary  position.  After 
all,  there  are  some  independent  agencies  represented  on  the  task  force. 
That  was  the  idea  to  get  a  number  of  recommendations  here. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  As  you  know,  an  earlier  draft  had  had  a  recommendation 
that  it  be  transferred  to  a  specific  agency  and  we  took  that  out  in  the 
final  draft,  we  believed  in  the  spirit  of  response  to  this  letter. 
Mr.  Van  Deeklix.  The  Chair  recognizes  ^Ir.  Wirth. 
Mr.  Wirth.  Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Lloyd,  we  are 
g^ad  to  have  you  here.  I  am  particularly  delighted  to  see  you  as  well 
staffed  as  you  obviously  are. 

I  have  been  a  little  surprised  I  think,  Mr.  Lloyd,  at  the  somewhat 
say  "frosty"  reception  this  proposal  has  received,  or  the  sense  of  a  lot 
of  questions  being  asked.  The  sense  I  get  is  that  maybe  people  feel  that 
they  w^ere  on  board  as  this  was  developed.  Could  you,  for  the  record, 
give  us  a  sense  of  who  you  consulted  with,  who  you  worked  with  in 
putting  this  together.  Could  you  do  that  for  us  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  would  be  glad  to.  Throughout  this  process,  once  the 
policy  options  I  had  prepared  had  been  sifted  and  refined  through  the 
entire  administration,  through  the  White  House  domestic  policy  staff, 
the  Office  of  ^lanagement  and  Budget,  the  Department  of  HeaHh, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  that  process  really  came  to  a  close  around 
June.  We  then  began  going  fairly  public  with  the  options  we  were 
considering,  with  an  article  in  Broadcasting  magazine  and  a  speech 
at  the  XCCB  Conference  at  Airlie  House.  We  then  went  to  the  Na- 
tional Bla-k  Media  Coalition  meeting,  a  meeting  of  the  Xat'onal  Fed- 
eration of  Community  Broadcasters  and  the  National  Public  Eadio 
Conference,  to  try  to  make  it  very  clear  what  we  were  doing  and  what 
issues  we  were  studying,  and  ask'ng  for  as  much  input  as  possible. 
At  the  same  time,  we  were  meetinsf  with  the  represf^ntatives  of  the 
Washington-based  organizations,  CPB,  PBS,  and  NPK. 

At  about  the  same  time,  we  began  exchang'ng  information  with  the 
subcommittee  staff  here,  and  Avith  the  subcommttee  staff  on  the  Sen- 
ate side.  We  also  consulted  with  the  National  Education  Association, 
the  Joint  Council  for  Educational  Telecommunications  wh"ch  have  a 
very  great  interest  in  the  Facilities  Act  and  what  happens  to  that. 
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The  process,  I  think,  was  possibly  one  of  the  most  open  ones  I  have 
participated  in.  As  I  said,  during  the  time  this  subcommittee  was  hold- 
ing hearings,  we  invited  to  the  ^Miite  House  all  of  the  independent 
station  producers  that  were  here  as  witnesses  who  had  been  called  by 
the  committee,  plus  others  who  were  coming  in  from  out  of  town.  Their 
comment  was.  not  only  Avas  it  the  first  time  that  a  congressional  com- 
mittee had  asked  the  creative  community  what  the  issues  were  in  pub- 
lic broadcasting  and  really  reached  out  to  those  peop  e  who  lived  and 
died  with  the  ultimate  product  programing,  but  that  it  was  also  the 
first  time  the  White  House  had  done  that,  and  they  felt  that  that  was 
to  the  credit  of  both  this  subcommittee  and  the  adm  nistration. 

We  did  the  same  thing  with  the  local  station  managers  to  assure  we 
were  not  simply  dealing  with  Washington-based  organizations,  but 
were  having  people  from  all  over  the  country,  both  radio  and  tele- 
vision station  management  personnel,  in  to  discuss  this  issue. 

As  I  stated,  we  discussed  it  with  minority  group  representatives 
during  this  period.  I  think  that  this  was  an  open  process  of  participa- 
tion. We  feel  that  there  is  no  way  you  can  write  legislation  to  satisfy 
each  and  every  interest  to  the  full  extent  involved  in  public  broad- 
casting. 

I  think  what  is  being  applauded,  and  what  I  feel  very-  strongly,  is 
the  importance  of  having  a  proposal  on  the  table,  a  positive  thrust  so 
it  can  be  worked  on  and  refined  and  dealt  with.  I  have  heard  no  one 
who  has  disagreed  with  that  proposal.  TMs  is  one  area  in  which  we 
ought  to,  the  President  should  have,  spoken.  This  is  an  area  where 
the  President  should  have  proposed  legislation,  and  this  is  the  right 
time  to  do  it  so  we  have  it  on  the  table,  before  Congress  has  adjourned, 
for  all  to  study  further. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  As  one  member  of  the  subcommittee,  I  agree  with  what 
you  have  said.  You  have  done  a  very  good  job,  and  you  have  certainly 
bent  over  backward  to  keep  me,  as  a  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
informed  of  what  you  were  doing. 

I  would  also  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Gore  earlier 
this  morning,  in  which  he  talked  about  the  great  deal  of  time  and 
emphasis  that  Avent  into  this  from  the  White  House.  I  think  that  is 
very  commendable,  and  we  are  off,  I  think,  on  the  right  kind  of  foot. 

The  reason  I  used  the  word  ''frosty  reception"  is  it  has  come  to  me 
from  a  variety  of  places,  particularly  from  up  here,  some  skepticism 
about  this.  I  wanted  to  be  sure  there  was  a  sense  of  the  process  you 
went  through  that  was  on  the  record  and  that  everyone  is  aware  of 
that. 

Let  me  jump,  if  I  might,  to  some  specifics.  First  of  all,  related  to 
funding.  Tn  the  10  years  of  public  broadcasting  discussions  there  have 
been  lots  of  attempts  to  find  altoniative  fundini^  sources.  Are  vou  not 
trying  to  address  yourself  to  that  at  this  time?  Are  vou  leaving  that 
to  the  Carnegie  group?  Could  you  talk  about  that  a  bit? 

Mr.  Li.o^i).  Certainly.  We  did  conduct  an  initial  examination  of 
alternative  funding  sources.  We  looked  back  to  the  original  Carnegie 
Commission  repoi-t,  to  the  1978  task  force  on  long-range  financing 
that  public  broadcast inof  set  up  which  examined  all  the  ditferent 
options  for  funding,  and  at  that  point  recommended  the  advance  au- 
thorization and  appropriation  with  a  matching  ratio  solution,  after 
studying  all  the  alternatives. 
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We  also  talked  to  CPB,  PBS,  and  NPK,  and  tlirii-  n'i)resentatives 
on  their  joint  1977  task  force  to  recommend  new  fiindin<^  legislation 
as  to  wliether  they  would  study  these  alternative  funding  sources  and 
make  recommendations  to  the  administration  and  Congress.  They 
made  that  study,  I  believe,  fairly  briefly,  and  came  to  the  determina- 
tion they  would  recommend  only  a  continuation  of  the  existing  proc- 
ess, 5-year  advance  authorization,  2-year  advance  appropriation,  and 
a  match  ratio. 

We  feel  two  things  are  missing.  First,  the  really  hard  analysis  of 
these  alternative  systems. 

yir.  WiRTH.  That  is  missing  ? 

Mr.  Li.oiT).  That  is  missing.  How  they  operate,  how  much  money 
they  would  raise,  and  Avho  would  they  offend,  and  who  would  they 
help,  and  what  are  the  equities  involved?  That  kind  of  really  detailed 
study  has  not  been  done. 

Second,  the  constituency 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Do  you  think  that  kind  of  studv  ought  to  be  done? 
Who  should  do  it? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  done.  I  think  it  is  crucial.  Both 
the  Carnegie  Commission  which,  as  I  say,  has  taken  on — this  is  prob- 
ably the  centerpiece  of  its  study  to  be  out  in  January  1979.  It  is 
devoting  $1  million  to  $2  million  in  non-Federal  funds  to  studying 
this  and  similar  funding  issues,  such  as  corporate  funding  and  the 
risks  of  other  kinds  of  non-Federal  funding,  along  with  some  other 
issues  of  technolog>^  and  structure.  But  this  is  one  of  the  centerpieces. 

I  think  that  we  should  give  them  a  chance,  not  only  to  make  the  case, 
or  to  show  that  no  case  can  be  made,  but  also  to  see  whether  there 
is  a  constituency,  because  that  is  the  second  missing  ingredient.  We 
could  not  find  a  constituency  for  that  change. 

At  your  hearings,  the  AFIv-CIO  did  come  forward  and  say  they 
would  support  a  tax  on  commercial  broadcast  revenues,  or  licensing 
fees.  I  believe  that  was  the  first  time  I  had  heard  that  from  that  con- 
stituency. If  that  is  true,  I  think  Carnegie  can  help  to  either  look  at 
that  analysis,  find  out  whether  it  makes  sense,  and  to  find  out  if  there 
is  a  constituency. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Effectively,  the  responsibility  for  looking  at  alterna- 
tive sources  is  left  to  Carnegie,  is  that  right  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Xot  only  is  it  the  Carnegie  Commission,  but  also  the 
5-year  development  plan  that  CPB,  PBS,  and  XPR  must  go  through 
AYe  should  make  explicit  in  legislative  history  that  we  expect  them  to 
address  that  question. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Does  that  need  a  bigger  push,  do  you  think,  from  this 
subcommittee?  Should  we  make  it  more  explicit?  I  find  myself  in 
agreement  again  with  Mr.  Gore's  comments  this  morning.  I  think 
people  are  tired  of  this  song  and  dance — "let  us  entertain  you,  let  us 
make  you  smile,''  approach  to  public  broadcasting  to  raise  money,  that 
we  are  continually  into  that. 

There  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  very  good  effort  going  into  try- 
ing to  do  that.  In  these  ratios,  we  aie  not  really  changing  it  very 
much,  in  the  margin  we  are  tinkei-ing  with  it.  But  it  will  still  be  a 
reality  of  public  broadcasting.  You  have  that  problem,  and  just  the 
major  problem  of  Government  interference  over  and  over  again.  He 
who  controls  the  purse  strings  is  going  to  rule. 
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Mr.  Gore.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  I  would  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  Gore.  I  would  like  to  add  ihat  I  believe  one  of  the  functions 
of  the  executive  branch  is  to  build  constituencies,  not  simply  to  go 
out  and  search  for  little  building  blocks  of  political  support,  but  to 
define  the  right  solution  to  a  problem  and  to  take  these  tough  ques- 
tions, purpose  answers  to  them,  and  then  seek  to  build  a  constituency 
that  will  support  that  answer.  And  I  share  Mr.  Wirth's  concern  that 
there  is  a  limit  to  how  long  we  can  put  off  facing  up  to  the  really 
tough  components  of  it.  I  welcome  your  comments,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  would  stand  by  saying  we  feel  in  this  case  that 
Carnegie  is  well  launched  on  studying  that  issue,  and  if  constituency 
building  is  necessary,  they  will  identif}^  it. 

Yes,  if  we  choose  to  endorse  any  such  proposal,  we  will  certainly 
have  to  build  a  constituency.  Carnegie  will  not  be  able  to  do  it.  We 
will  then  have  to  make  a  strong  effort  to  build  that  constituency. 

Mr.  Wirth,  I  guess  I  would  not  leave  thjit  to  Carnegie  and  the 
Commission,  to  build  a  constituency  in  a  politic  al  organizational  sense. 
Certainly,  there  are  a  lot  of  people  across  250  million  Americans 
who  are  subscribing  already  to  public  television.  They  are  a  natural 
constituency. 

There  are  a  lot  of  other  people  concerned  who  write  to  me  every 
day  about  violence  on  commercial  television,  and  maybe  they  don't 
know  about  public  television.  They  are  national  constituency,  the  areas 
in  Mr.  Gore's  district,  which  are  not  served  are  a  potential  constitu- 
ency, and  the  job  is  to  coalesce  that,  and  that  becomes  an  organiza- 
tional job.  It  becomes  a  job  it  seems  to  me  you  all  have. 

Also,  that  has  to  be  behind  any  kind  of  an  alternative  funding  pro- 
posal. It  is  very,  very  important,  and  it  seems  to  be  at  the  root  of  this, 
and  we  are  again  kind  of  ducking  the  basic  funding  issue  which  is,  it 
seems  to  me,  at  the  bottom  of  all  of  the  issues  we  are  talking  about  here. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  that  we  would  like  to  work  jointly  with  Congress 
with  this.  If  you  feel  it  would  be  better  to  put  an  explicit  requirement 
in  the  5-year  development  plan,  tliat  that  plan  come  up  with  a  full 
study  of  alternative  funding 

I  think  one  of  the  problems  has  simply  been  that  we  talk  about 
whether  the  executive  branch  should  build  a  constituency,  or  whether 
the  congressional  branch  should  build  a  constituency,  but  it  is  up  to 
public  broadcasting,  if  it  wants  to  have  an  alternative  funding  source— 
to  have  some  sort  of  funding  that  is  truly  insulated,  truly  long-term— 
to  build  its  own  constituency.  xVnd  that  has  been,  as  I  say,  the  frustra- 
tion of  trying  to  ask  for  that  case  to  be  made,  and  thaV information 
provided.  I  share  your  concern  and  I  would  support  clarification  of  the 
development  function  to  insui'e  that  that  plan  must  include  some  kind 
of  examination  not  simply  by  the  Carnegie  Commission,  but  by  the 
system  itself. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  hope  we,  as  a  subcommittee 
might  address  ourselves  to  that.  T  think  that,  as  I  have  said  before, 
that  funding  issue  is  so  much  at  the  root  of  many  of  the  i)roblenis  that 
public  broadcasting  has  had  that  it  seems  to  me  it  is  time  we,  as  they 
say  '1)ite  the  bullet''  on  that  issue,  or  at  least  attempt  to  do  so. 
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I  have  a  variety  of  other  questions.  1  don't  know  what  kind  oi'  1  iinin</ 
yon  arc  on,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  (JoRE  [presidino- 1.  Phrase  proceed,  <!:o  ahead. 

Mr.  WiRTii.  1  wanted  also  to  ask  you  about  the  facilities  issue.  The 
President  has  said,  or  your  statement  of  ^oals  has  said,  that  you  want 
to  extend  the  reach  of  public  television  stations.  How  can  you  do  that, 
say  in  an  area  like  Mr.  Gore's  district,  where  he  pointed  out  this 
morning,  50  percent  of  the  district  is  not  covered  by  j)ublie  television? 
How^  can  you  exteiul  that  if  you  only  keep  the  level  of  the  fundiii<r  at 
a  $30  million  level,  and  how  do  you  <>o  about  doin<r  lon<r-i'cUi<j:e  ])lanning 
which  you  also  say  is  one  of  the  goals.  We  all  agree  that  is  one  of  the 
good  things  to  do,  but  you  only  have  2  years  of  funding.  So  there  seems 
to  be  some  contradictions  built  into  that. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  The  one  diii'erence  is,  at  this  point,  the  two  programs  are 
out  of  sync  in  terms  of  their  funding  cycles.  You  are  looking  at  fiscal 
1981  to  1985  for  CPB.  There  are  no  19*79  and  1980  authorizations  for 
the  facilities  program  at  this  point.  We  feel  because  of  this  we  can 
act  most  efficiently  and  effectively  to  recommend  authorization  levels  of 
$30  million  for  fiscal  1979  and  fiscal  1980,  then  require  public  broad- 
casting to  develop  a  5-year  plan  for  the  next  5  years  during  that  period, 
and  then  Congress  and  the  administration  can  look  at  a  fully  fleshed 
out  plan 

Mr.  WiRTii.  You  do  not  attempt  to  address  that  yourself,  that  was 
not  part  of  your  charter? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Certainly  not.  We  do  not,  within  the  Office  of  Telecom- 
munications Policy,  have  the  resources  to  prepare  such  a  plan.  The 
ARP:AP0P  study  which  was  funded  at,  I  believe,  between  $100,000 
and  $200,000  by  CPB,  PBS,  and  HEW  has  been  going  on  for  at  least 
1  year  to  examine  these  very  technical  questions  of  signal  coverage 
simply  in  television. 

Mr.  WiRTii.  But  that  is  sometliing  that  wdll  come  2  or  8  years  from 
now,  the  increased  facilities  and  how  we  are  going  to  go  funding  it. 
Can  I  ask  you,  also  on  the  funding  question,  something  about  the  25 
percent  set-aside  for  national  programing?  What  kind  of  a  precedent 
do  you  think  this  sets  for  other  kinds  of  set-asides?  Should  we  then, 
have  a  set-aside  for  women's  programing,  or  a  set-aside  for  a  black  pro- 
graming, or  a  set-aside,  as  Mr.  Markey  was  asking  about,  for  local 
programing  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Wg  resisted  the  pressures  for  set-asides  for  specific 
categories. 

^Ir.  WiRTii.  AVhat  is  the  difference  betw^een  national  programing  and 
women's  programing  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  believe  that  national  programing  is  one  of  those 
broad  sources  of  programing  that  simply  has  so  much  diversity  within 
it  that  it  runs  no  political  risk  being  specifically  mandated,  except  to 
the  extent  that  perhaps  the  question  of  the  national/local  allocation 
is  one  that  is  subject  to  looking  at. 

Mr.  WiRTLL  So  diversity  as  a  criteria  to  distinguish  national  pro- 
graming from  10  percent  going  for  women's  programing. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  feel  there  is  a  difference.  I  feel  the  national/local  issue 
is  one  that  has  traditionally  been  addressed  in  legislation  affecting 
public  broadcasting.  It  was  addressed  in  the  1975  legislation.  I  think 
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we  really  do  have  an  obligation  to  look  at  the  aggregation  of  funds 
for  national  production.  And  I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  is  pro- 
duction produced  in  a  very  diverse,  decentralized  manner.  It  is  pro- 
graming produced  by  stations  for  nationwide  distribution.  It  is 
programing  produced  by  independents,  like  the  Children's  Television 
Workshop,  for  national  distribution.  It  might  include  a  regional  net- 
work program. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  I  understand  all  of  that.  I  have  real  trouble  with  setting 
25  percent  as  opposed  to  20  percent,  30  percent,  or  any  percentage  at 
all.  I  also  have  trouble  thinking  about  down  the  line,  if  we  are  going 
to  say,  by  some  kind  of  fiat,  25  percent  goes  to  national  programing, 
what  happens  10  years  out,  or  5  years  out  when  we  get  into  that  pat- 
tern where  we  get  a  Congress  that  doesn't  like  national  programing 
and  doesn't  want  that  sort  of  thing  and  says,  well,  we  will  have  0  per- 
cent, or  5  percent.  Isn't  that  putting  a  lot  of  discretion  and  authority 
over  programing  in  the  Congress  in  which,  as  one  member  of  the 
subcommittee,  and  a  Member  of  Congress,  it  makes  me  feel  very  un- 
comfortable that  we  are  dictating  in  that  fashion. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  simply  feel  that  that  is  the  kind  of  broad  judg- 
ment that  the  Congress  can  make,  that  there  is  a  need  for  national 
programing. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  I  guess  I  would  like  to  see  language  that  says  we  think 
national  programing  is  important,  and  there  should  be  emphasis  on 
that.  But  getting  into  that  kind  of — just  like  we  would  say  it  is  very 
important  to  focus  on  minority  programing,  or  areas  of  high  priority. 
But  to  start  to  define  a  specific  amount,  it  will  get  you  into  potential 
thickets  I  do  not  think  we  want  to  get  into. 

Mr.  Lloit).  I  think  the  Government  traditionally  has  looked  at  this 
issue,  certainly  the  FCC  looks  at  it,  in  terms  of  its  localism  require- 
ment and  vice  versa.  It  is  a  broad  kind  of  category  that  includes  the 
whole  range  of  women,  minorities,  public  affairs,  drama.  We  simply 
may  disagree  on  that  point. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Let  me  ask  you  one  final  question,  if  I  might.  What  per- 
centage of  this  25  percent  woulc^.  go  to  NPR  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  There  is  no  fixed  percentage  in  the  legislation.  We  have 
resisted,  once  again,  making  technology  tradeoffs.  We  do  feel  that  that 
is  a  very  difficult  task  that  should  be  left  to  the  cooperative  develop- 
ment process  between  CPB,  PBS,  and  NPR. 

We  have  made  clear  in  the  message  that  this  comprised  both  radio 
and  television  national  programing,  and  that  we  have  emphasized  that 
public  radio  and  public  radio  licensees  are  full  partners  in  the  process 
by  which  those  funds  are  allocated.  That  has  never  been  specifically 
stated  before. 

Mr.  WiRTii.  NPR  is  nowhere  specifically  mentioned  in  the 
legislation? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  No;  but  public  radio  licensees  are,  and  their  national 
membership  organizations.  We  have  specifically  not  used  the  words 
National  Public  Radio  or  Public  Broadcasting  Service  because  the 
licensees  may  choose,  at  some  future  date,  to  select  a  different  re])- 
resentative.  These  are  independent  nonprofit  organizations,  which 
have  no  Federal  relationship  or  statutory  authority. 

^fr.  AV'iRTii.  By  reference  to  public  licensees,  or  whatever  they  are 
called,  do  you  think  that  does  the  job  and  is  the  intent? 
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Mr.  Lloyd.  We  believe  the  statute  is  specific,  that  they  choose 
through  a  national  organization  they  have  selected.  Again,  PBS  could 
change  its  name,  NPR  could  change  its  name,  the  two  entities  could 
merge.  We  don't  feel  this  legislation  should  so  set  in  concrete  those 
entities  that  they  cannot  have  flexibility. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  The  thrust  is,  I  am  concerned,  that  public  radio  not 
get  last  shot,  as  it  has  for  the  last  10  years. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  are  vei*y  concerned  about  that,  and  we  feel  by  mak- 
ing them  a  full  partner  in  this  process  statutorily,  they  will  have  that 
chance. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  these 
are  a  couple  of  issues  we  haven't  touched  on,  on  overlap  and  foreign 
programing,  but  I  would  leave  that  for  written  questions  of  Mr.  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin.  You  might  get  into  overlap. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Fine;  if  we  have  some  more  time.  Thank  you  Mr. 
Chairman 

I  am  concerned.  One  of  the  major  criticisms  of  which  you  are  very 
aware  relates  to  the  history  of  overlapping  between  CPB  and  PBS ; 
Right? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Yes. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  One  of  the  ways  you  are  trying  to  get  away  from  that 
is  not  to  allow,  as  I  understand  it,  CPB  to  get  into  programing  in 
the  way  that  it  has  before,  therefore  eliminating  some  of  the  program 
overlap  between  the  two  organizations.  Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  That  is  correct.  And  not  only  the  overlap  between  CPB, 
PBS,  and  NPR,  but  also  its  overlap  with  other  grantees  of  program 
funds,  be  they  a  regional  network  or  a  production  center. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  What  are  you  doing  about  overlap  that  we  heard  about 
in  the  hearings  and  that  one  hears  about  in  general  on  legal  staffs  and 
public  affairs  staffs  and  overhead  and  all  of  that  sort  of  thing,  which  is 
eating  up  a  lot  of  scarce — or  is  reputed  to  be  eating  up  a  lot  of  scarce 
resources  that  hopefully  ought  to  be  instead  going  to  content? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  The  President  sent  a  very  strong  message,  in  his  mes- 
sage to  Congress,  that  he  believed  much  of  that  could  be  eliminated. 
He  did  not  recommend  a  specific  amount  or  staff  level  or  specify  cer- 
tain functions  or  division  of  functions.  We  feel  that  is  something  this 
subcommittee  can  properly  take  an  even  closer  look  at  if  they  so  desire. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  There  were  no  specific  steps  that  you  all  found  could 
be  taken  or  should  be  taken?  Was  it  your  feeling  there  was  a  lot  of 
overlap  that  should  be  eliminated  in  your  analysis? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  stated  that,  to  the  extent  the  individual  programing 
content  decisionmaking  function  was  pulled  back,  to  refocusing  CPB 
as  a  model  foundation  bloc  grant  maker,  that  the  need  for  detailed 
and  extensive  public  relations  staff  associated  with  that  programing 
function,  legal  evaluation  associated  with  that  function,  audience 
research,  many  of  those  functions  might  well  be  duplicative  and  dele- 
gated to  the  licensee  institutions.  But  we  gave  these  as  examples,  and 
we  did  not  want  to  fix  in  stone  the  efforts  of  the  CPB  board  members 
to  deal  with  this  issue. 

But  we  met  with  the  CPB  board  in  an  open  forum,  and  stated  this 
clearly  as  our  intent.  The  two  newest  members  of  the  board,  as  I 
stated  earlier,  also  had  this  full  message  given  them  by  the  Senate 
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Communications  Subcommittee  chairman  last  week  in  their  confirma- 
tion hearings,  and  we  believe  no  more  drastic  means  are  necessary. 
The  subcommittee  may  disagree. 

Mr.  WiRTH.  Fine ;  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Van  Deerlix.  Mr.  Shooshan. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  follow 
up  the  question  that  Mr.  Wirth  asked  you  about  overlap  and,  for 
the  first  time,  as  you  indicated,  the  proposed  legislation  would  give 
legislative  standing  to  the  national  membership  organizations.  Yet, 
nowhere  in  the  legislation  are  the  roles  of  PBS  and  XPR  defined. 
Why  is  that,  and  did  you  consider  the  wisdom  of  having,  for  example, 
in  the  case  of  PBS  the  manager  of  the  interconnection  also  being  a 
representative  of  the  stations  themselves?  Is  that  wise,  and  did  you 
consider  those  kinds  of  questions? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  considered  them  to  the  extent  of  looking  at  the 
question  of  whether  legislation  ought  to  address  at  all  the  roles  of 
PBS  and  NPR,  except  as  they  represented  the  licensees  in  a  coopera- 
tive process  with  CPB. 

We  determined  that  these  were  entities  that  were  set  up  as  private 
corporations  by  the  licensees,  independent  of  CPB,  for  the  very  reason 
that  it  was  Congress  intent  that  these  functions  be  shielded  from 
direct  statutory  control,  that  they  be  outside  the  CPB  umbrella,  and 
that  that  was,  in  fact,  the  proper  mechanism. 

If  PBS  wanted  to  be  a  membership  organization,  or  to  split  off 
its  program  scheduling  department  into  a  separate  entity  which  was 
owned  by  the  licensees  in  some  other  fashion,  I  feel  that  that  should 
be  their  decision. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  You  did  not  feel  there  is  a  role  for  either  the  White 
House  or  Congress  to  play  in  charting  those  directions  whether  they 
are  imposed  as  a  matter  of  law,  or  simply  dealt  with  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  to  the  extent  that  we  deal  with  that,  we  should 
deal  through  our  recommendations  to  licensees  on  how  they  utilize 
their  funds,  whether  for  local  or  national  programing.  That  means, 
that  affe<!ts  how  they  put  those  funds  back  through  the  PBS  coopera- 
tive, or  through  NPR. 

NPR  and  PBS,  as  you  know,  operate  in  totally  different  ways. 
NPR  is,  in  fact,  a  program  producer,  as  well  as  a  scheduler.  PBS  is 
not. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question  at  that  point,  if  I  could. 
Under  tlie  act  as  it  now  stands,  could  PBS  be  a  recipient  of  a  pro- 
graming grant,  the  way  you  interpret  it  in  the  existing  legislation? 
Mr.  LLO'iT).  Yes;  under  existing  legislation? 
Mr.  Shooshan.  ITnder  existing  k^gishition. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  don't  see  any  r(nison  wliy  it  could  not,  since  NPR  does, 
and  is  under  the  same  statutory  section  that  PBS  is.  No,  there  would 
ije  no  })arrier  to  that  in  tlic  existing  legislation. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  It  is  made  explicit  in  your  legislation  that,  in  fact, 
an  organization  like  PBS  could  be  the  recipient  of  programing  grants. 
Is  that  correct  ? 

Ml'.  Lloyd.  It  is  clear  to  the  extent  that  we  say  "associations  of  sta- 
tions.'' We  meant  by  that  either  Pl^S  or  a  regional  network,  or  any 
other  association  of  stations.  PBS  is  included  within  that  definition. 


87 

Certainly  they  could  be  chosen  throuo^li  this  process  to  {uhninistcr 
a  programin<j^  fund,  say,  for  step-ups  of  local  production  to  national. 

Mr.  SiioosiiAN.  Is  there  anythin<r  to  j)rohd)it  (he  fundin<r  hcing 
directly  used  by  PBS  to  set  up  its  own  program  production  capabilities 
and  to  get  into  the  production  of  the  programs^ 

Mr.  Lloyd.  1  do  believe  the  dynamics  of  the  system  will  prevent  that. 
I  realize  that  is  not  a  total  answer. 

Mr.  SiioosiiAN.  The  thrust  of  my  question  is,  we  are  talking  about 
under  this  legislation  making  it  clear  that  PBS  could  I'epresent  other 
stations,  manage  the  interconnection  and,  explicitly  have  the  autliority 
to  receive  and  do  actual  programing. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  That  has  been  the  case  with  National  Public  Radio. 
National  Public  Kadio  has  historically  grown  in  a  ditl'erent  manner. 

Mr.  SiioosHAN.  Is  that  a  good  thing  'i 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  that  what  we  are  seeing  is  an  evolution  in  the 
case  of  National  Public  Radio.  You  are  seeing  a  movement  from  that 
model  away  to  increased  production  of  national  radio  programing  at 
local  centers  and  at  regional  centers.  I  think  the  satellite  will  increase 
that.  I  think  there  are  two  built-in  things  that  prevent  that  from  hap- 
pening either  totally  one  way  or  totally  the  other  way. 

I  would  say  yes,  it  may  Avell  be  the  system's  decision.  It  may  be  the 
proper  one,  that  PBS  should  have  some  portion  of  these  funds  to  sub- 
grant  to  other  stations  for  independents  or  step-ups.  But  I  do  not  see 
this  system  going  totally  to  control  by  PBS,  simply  because  there  are 
too  many  strong  producers  within  the  system,  both  regional  netw^ork 
and  station  producers,  and  independent  producers  who  will  be  compet- 
ing for  that  national  programing  fund.  I  think  it  is  very  unlikely  that 
a  substantial  amount  of  those  funds  will  be  going  to  PBS. 

Mr.  SnoosHAN.  Your  feeling  is  then,  that  those  kinds  of  questions 
should  be  left  to  the  system  to  develop  answers  to  on  their  own. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  On  the  question  of  journalistic  independence  which 
the  President  stressed  so  much  in  his  message,  and  also  I  see  was 
stressed  in  the  press  briefing  given  at  the  White  House. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  In  response  to  questions  relating  to  that  subject 

Mr.  Shooshan.  It  is  clearly  a  matter  of  concern. 

The  question  was  asked  earlier  about  the  removal  of  the  provision 
that  requires  strict  objectivity  and  balance  and,  as  I  recall,  your 
answer  was  that  that  has  been  rendered  largely  hortatory  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Basically,  the  court  read  the 
responsibilities  of  public  broadcasters  to  be  really  no  different  than 
the  responsibilities  under  the  Fairness  Doctrine  applied  to  commer- 
cial broadcasters.  If  that  is  the  case,  why  not  remove  it  altogether? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  had  two  concerns  there.  One  was  since  that  provision 
had  been  rendered  hortatory,  but  at  the  same  time  there  were,  in  the 
public  and  in  Congress  as  well,  many  who  believed  that  it  served  some 
purpose  to  remind  the  system  that  they  should  be  fair  and  balanced, 
to  take  on  that  in  the  midst  of  this  legislation  would  be  unnecessary. 

We  evaluated  that  in  discussions  with  members  of  this  subcommit- 
tee staff,  with  members  of  the  Senate  staff,  both  majority  and  minor- 
ity. We  have  done  a  long  search  of  that  issue,  and  we  have  searched 
because  we  feel  that  there  is  a  potential  risk  for  leaving  that  section  in. 
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The  question  is,  is  that  potential  risk  worth  a  major  battle  over 
the  principle  of  objectivity  and  balance — with  which  no  one  dis- 
agrees in  principle  ? 

Mr.  Shooshax.  Are  you  aw^are  of  the  legislation  introduced  by 
Congressman  Doman  of  California  which  would  address  this  par- 
ticular subject? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  am  aware  of  legislation  that  would  go  the  other  way 
in  terms  of  mandating  the  FCC  to  enforce  that  section. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  So  clearly  we  do  have  an  issue  here.  I  wanted  to  get 
a  feel  from  where  the  administration  comes  down  on  this  particular 
issue.  You  are  saying  you  have  not  reached  that  point. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  were  guided  by  the  concern  that  that  would  not  be 
something  that  would  help  make  successful  legislation.  If  it  is  the 
subcommittee's  judgment  that  this  will  assist  the  legislation  or  will 
be  doable,  we  can  discuss  that  in  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  On  a  related  point,  you  removed  the  ban  for  edi- 
torializing on  stations  licensed  to  a  community  group,  a  board,  but 
not  the  other  licensees  which  represent  some  75  or  80  percent  of  the 
public  broadcasting  stations. 

You  referred  earlier  to  the  fact  that  at  least  part  of  your  decision 
here  wa'^  based  upon  constitutional  principle.  A  principle  is  a  prin- 
ciple. Why  did  you  not  go  all  the  way  and  adhere  to  the  language 
that  the  court  of  appeals  stated  in  its  recent  decision  in  the  Community 
Service  Broadcasting  case,  for  example? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  the  point  in  any  equal  protection  dispute  is 
whether  it  is  a  rational  distinction,  whether  there  are  overriding 
public  policy  grounds  that  argue  for  a  distinction. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  Of  course  that  case  also  discussed  first  amendment 
issues  as  well. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Well,  T  think  it  based  the  first  amendment  claim  through 
equal  protection.  I  believe  a  rational  distinction  can  be  drawn  between 
the  two  types  of  entities  in  terms  of  risks,  in  terms  of  overriding  need 
for  insulation.  As  your  staflP  paper  has  pointed  out,  there  is  some  risk 
that  you  are  subjecting  a  station  to  increased  pressures,  and  that  State- 
owned  stations  may  not  be  able  to  withstand  them  if  you  give  them 
the  right  to  editorialize.  I  think  the  line  can  be  drawn  between  the 
two. 

^Ir.  Shooshax.  On  the  constitutional  question. 

Mr.  Lt/>yd.  At  this  point  I  have  not  done  the  most  thorough  con- 
stitutional analysis  possible  under  that  recent  court  decision  or  past 
cases  as  to  whether  that  distinction  is  supportable.  It  is  my  belief  at 
this  point  that  it  is. 

Mr.  Shoostiax.  On  the  question  of  the  facilities  program.  The  dec- 
laration of  purpose  in  the  legislation  talks  about  nonbroadcast  tech- 
nologies and.  in  fact,  the  President's  message  talked  about  nonbroad- 
cast technologies.  And  it  seems  the  facilities  program  is,  in  fact,  opened 
up  to  nonbroadcast  technologies.  However,  while  we  are  talking  about 
opening  \\\)  the  facilities  bill  to  nonbroadcast  technologies,  in  fact,  they 
are  to  bo  utilized  to  extend  the  basic  })roadcast  system  to  this  country. 
Is  that  a  correct  reading  of  vour  intention  here? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Our  intention  was  the  bulk  of  funds  going  into  non- 
broadcast  technology  would  be  those  used  to  extend  the  signal.  I  think 
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we  made  it  clear  in  the  message,  but  I  have  tried  to  make  it  far  clearer 
in  my  testimony  today,  that  we  believe  some  modest  j)ortion  of  these 
funds,  even  in  the  fii'st  2  years,  should  be  available  for  use  of  non- 
broadcast  technolo<rv,  even  independent  of  extendin<z:  the  j)ure  signal. 
But  we  do  feel  that-^ 

Mr.  SiioosiiAN.  I^ut  a<i:ain,  the  leo^islation  does  not  speak  to  that. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  Eight.  The  uniform  testimony  at  your  liearing  was  that 
extendino^  the  si<rnal  was  the  priority.  If  we  have  not  made  it  clear 
sufficiently  in  the  leoislation,  that  some  portion  can  be  used,  by  opening 
it  up  to  nonbroadcasting  technology,  by  oi)ening  it  up  to  nonstation 
affiliated  institutions,  tliat  we  have  made  it  clear  that  nonbroadcast 
technology  can  be  ]>ursued  independently  of  extending  a  station's 
signal  reach,  whether  through  cable  or  whatever.  If  we  have  not  made 
that  perfectly  clear 

Mr.  SiioosHAN.  Your  declaration  of  purpose  seems  to  be  in  conflict 
with 

Mr.  Lix)YD.  If  we  can  make  that  perfectly  clear  we  will,  but  we  are 
talking  about  a  priority  for  first,  extension  of  the  public  radio  and 
television  signals. 

Mr.  SiioosHAN.  Again,  the  facilities  program  does  not  address,  as 
you  would  have  established  it,  any  priority  for  radio  as  opposed  to 
television  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  That  is  correct.  We  feel  that  that  should  be  a  joint  coop- 
erative planning  process.  It  may  w^ell  be  that  because  many  major 
markets  are  unserved  by  public  radio  that  the  ultimate  decision  will  be 
that  radio  is  a  very  high  priority  and  should  have  a  very  significant 
amount  of  the  initial  funds  under  this  5-year  development  plan. 

We  would  like  to  see  the  figures  and  the  reasoning. 

]\Ir.  Shooshax.  Let  me  get  back  to  the  question  of  new  technology. 

Under  your  legislation,  could  a  block  grant,  or  a  programing  grant 
made  by  CPB,  go  to  a  cable  system  directly  for  the  production  of  pro- 
graming ?  If  so,  could  you  cite  me  the  provision  of  the  act  that  would 
enable  that  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  The  legislation  would  allow  that.  I  am  not  sure  the  exist- 
ing legislation  barred  that.  It  is  my  understanding  CPB  has  long 
maintained  it  has  authority  under  the  current  statute  to  fund  pro- 
graming to  be  distributed  over  cable  and  other  nonbroadcast  means.  I 
think  that  we  have 

Mr.  Shooshax.  You  change  the  definition  in  section  396G(2)  (b). 
My  question  is,  if  that  has  been  the  practice  of  CPB  in  the  past,  and  if 
you  are  talking  about  opening  a  system  up  to  alternative  types  of 
facilities,  why  not,  when  you  are  amending  that  facility,  make  it  crys- 
tal clear? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  thought  we  made  it  crystal  clear  by  saying  it  could 
be  the  acquisition  or  production  of  public  television  or  radio  pro- 
grams. And  we  did  not  use  the  word  ''broadcast"  in  "for  national,  re- 
gional, noncommercial  distribution."  We  used  the  word  "distribution" 
advisedly.  We  did  not  use  the  word  "broadcast,"  and  I  remember  that 
decision.  We  can  make  that  absolutely  clear  in  the  legislative  history, 
but  I  would  point  you  to  section  396G(2)  (i)  which  gives  CPB  power 
to  make  grants  or  contracts  for  the  use  of  nonbroadcast  telecommuni- 
cations technologies  for  the  dissemination  of  public  television  or  radio 
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pro-ams.  To  make  it  crystar  clear  that  it  could  do  that,  we  added  that 
section.  It  is  a  new  section. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  I  was  talking  about  production  as  opposed  to  dis- 
semination, however.  Part  of  your  concern  with  what  CPB  has  not 
been  doing  is  in  the  area  of  long-range  planning,  and  as  part  of  the  5- 
year  plan,  and  as  part  of  its  planning  function,  you  require  CPB  to 
consult  with  other  Federal  agencies  or  entities  who  are  funding  public 
broadcasting. 

Would  you  consider  going  further  and  requiring,  as  some  have  sug- 
gested, all  Federal  contributions  to  public  broadcasting  to  be  passed 
through  CPB  ?  Would  that  not  have  provided  an  additional  heat  shield 
and  provided  for  much  more  effective  system  planning  on  behalf  of 
CPB? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  examined  that  alternative,  and  we  received  a  rather 
uniform  negative  reaction  to  it  from  the  Federal  agencies  affected. 
They  felt  they  had  specific  missions  in  the  statutory  requirements  that 
required  them  to  see  that  programing  was  used  for  certain  purposes 
from  the  public  television  and  radio  stations  themselves.  They  felt  a 
desire  to  have  an  independent  source  of  Federal  funds  for  progi'am- 
ing,  and  that  variety  and  diversity  is  beneficial.  And  CPB  did  not 
feel  it  wanted  to  necessarily  take  on  this  conduit  function. 

But  we  did  make  clear  to  the  Federal  agencies  that,  if  we  chose  the 
other  option  of  leaving  them  with  the  authority  to  make  direct  grants 
to  public  broadcasting,  not  through  CPB,  that  we  were  going  to  look 
to  develop  with  them  guidelines  to  insure  that  there  was  institutional- 
ized through  regulation  a  heat  shield.  That  is  so  that  these  agencies 
could  not  indulge  in  the  kind  of  script  review,  sending  Federal  agency 
program  monitors  on-site  or  looking  at  rushes,  that  they  would  in 
doing  an  in-house  propaganda  film. 

I  think  at  this  moment  HEW  has  taken  the  lead  in  attempting  to 
draft  guidelines  of  this  type.  When  we  have  their  draft,  I  would  like 
very  much  to  sit  down  with  the  subcommittee  members  and  staff  and  go 
through  them  and  make  that,  again,  a  cooperative  process. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  My  concern  was  simply  that,  if  we  are  concerned 
about  providing  greater  planning  responsibility  for  CPB,  the  tools  be 
provided  for  them  to  do  that  planning.  It  is  great  to  talk  about  inde- 
pendence of  sources,  but  that  in  fact  cuts  against  some  kind  of  system 
plan  you  seem  to  want  from  CPB. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  We  have  not  opted  for  a  monolithic  system  which  is, 
of  course,  the  ultimate  planned  system. 

Mr.  SiioosHAN.  I  want  to  ask  you  a  question  in  the  area  of  public 
accountability. 

Your  legislation  would  make  it  clear  that  meetings  of  boards  of 
public  broadcasting  stations  would  be  open.  Whv  is  the  legislation 
silent  on  the  meetings  of  CPB,  PBS,  and  NPR  ? 

Mr.  Llo^t).  It  is  a  good  question.  Because  they  presently  have 
rules  opening  their  meetings,  we  did  not  move  to  require  that. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  What  was  the  genesis  of  those  rules  as  far  as  you 
know,  Mr.  Lloyd  ? 

Mr.  Llo^7).  As  far  as  I  know,  the  genesis  for  CPB  was  numerous 
consumer  groups  who  were  concerned  about  that  issue. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  And  in  part  the  thrust  of  the  subcommittee. 


91 

Mr.  Lloyd.  And  after  that,  there  was  substantial  urging  by  the 
subcommittee  that  they  respond  to  the  concerns  of  those  consumer 
groups. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  There  is  no  question  that  they  have  responded  ad- 
mirably to  those  concerns,  but  the  question  is,  if  it  is  a  good  idea,  why 
is  it  not  written  into  the  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  that  is  the  very  kind  of  technical  amendment 
we  are  talking  about  that  makes  a  lot  of  sense. 

Mr.  Shooshax.  It  is  a  technical  amendment,  but  it  has  a  lot  of  sub- 
stance. I  am  sure  people  at  the  CPB  would  agree. 

My  last  question  goes  back  to  the  whole  responsibility  of  CPB  as 
you  now  see  it,  as  someone  providing  block  grants  program.  And  the 
question  as  to  the  role  of  independent  producers  in  that  system. 
Clearly,  what  you  are  trying  to  do  as  I  understand  it  is  to  take  CPB 
out  of  the  program-by-program  review  process.  The  concern  here  is 
that,  obviously,  if  you  are  dealing  with  a  known  entity,  like  Chil- 
dren's Television  Workshop,  or  NPACT,  that  you  had  a  track  record 
to  go  on.  You  could  look  at  what  CTW  had  done  with  the  last  block 
grant  and  say,  "We  can  give  them  money;  we  know  they  will  do  a 
good  job."  What  about  the  independent  producer,  the  person  with 
no  proven  track  record  at  all?  How  are  you  going  to  see  that  he  is 
effectively  brought  into  this  system  ? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  would  like  to  say  first  that  both  Children's  Television 
Workshop  and  NPACT  were  both  entities  once  without  track  records 
who  got  substantial  block  grants. 

I  think  that  in  many  cases  what  CPB  may  have  to  do  is  to  delegate 
that  function,  of  selecting  between  independent  producers,  to  another 
entity.  Right  now,  both  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  and 
the  Ford  Foundation  have  made  a  joint  grant  to  WXET's  Television 
Laboratory.  WXET's  Television  Laboratory  may  not  produce  any 
programs  in-house  with  those  funds.  It  must  subgrant  them  to  inde- 
pendent documentarians  to  produce  those.  I  see  the  possibility  that 
independent  documentarians  could  themselves  create  an  organization 
or  group  or  structure  to  receive  those  funds  from  CPB  and  subgrant 
them  among  independents. 

Again,  this  might  be  something  PBS  might  do  with  a  significant 
block  grant. 

Mr.  Shooshan.  Do  you  mean  you  would  also  suggest  that  perhaps 
PBS  be  given  the  capability  to  decide  in  these  block  grants  where 
the  money  should  go  as  well? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  am  just  saying  that  is  one  of  the  several  options.  It 
could  be  PBS,  it  could  be  WNET's  Television  Laboratory,  it  could 
be  an  independently  created  entity  of  independent  producers  such 
as  was  attempted  to  be  put  together  to  receive  this  NEA  grant. 

The  other  thing  CPB  can  do  is,  when  it  gives  a  grant  for  a  category 
program  and  to  a  specific  station  production  entity,  they  can  say  50 
percent  of  this  money  must  be  used  out-of-house  for  independents. 
CPB  has  made  such  grants  in  the  past.  They  could  say  to  a  station 
production  center,  or  an  independent  production  center,  with  a  track 
record  in  science,  that's  fine,  here  is  the  block  grant,  we  are  putting 
one  string  on  it  and  that  is  that  40  percent  of  this  must  go  for  out-of- 


92 

liouse  independent  producers  who  have  never  before  produced  for 
public  television. 

Mr.  Shoosiian.  At  some  point,  is  it  not  clear  that  whoever  is  making 
these  decisions  will  have  to  be  looking  at  specific  programs  or  pilots 
or  program  proposals? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  There  will  have  to  be  some  evaluation  of  either  a  track 
record  or  a  proposal.  That  is  simply  a  different  process  from  after 
such  a  decision  is  made,  following  that  process  through  to  each  indi- 
vidual program's  production  to  the  script  and  piloting  stage. 

Certainly,  there  is  going  to  have  to  be  some  evaluation.  We  would 
hope  CPB  might  develop  out-of-house  capability,  even  for  that 
evaluation,  through  years  of  peer  review  panels  such  as  at  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

Mr.  SnoosHAx.  So  you  have  recognized  the  need  for  this  program 
development  and  process  to  go  on,  but  that  it  should  be  moved  as  far 
away  from  CPB  as  possible. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  One  step  removed. 

Mr.  SiioosiiAx.  It  is  not  that  you  are  eliminating  a  function  or  a 
particular  kind  of  overlap.  You  are  just  moving  it  from  one  box  to 
another. 

My  very  last  question  is,  because  of  all  of  these  kinds  of  things  that 
have  been  raised  here  today,  the  fact  that  you  are,  by  your  own  ad- 
mission, willing  to  put  so  much  reliance  on  what  the  Carnegie  Com- 
mission comes  out  with,  and  also  the  system  plan  developed  in-house 
by  the  public  broadcasting  people.  Why  a  5-year  funding  bill?  Why 
not  just  2  years? 

No.  1,  the  system  is  funded  through  1980  as  it  stands  right  now. 
Why  not  simply  a  2-year  extension  of  that  funding  which  will  allow 
advance  year  appropriations  to  continue  and  allow  all  of  us  to  see  the 
results  of  the  Carnegie  study  and  the  plan  which  the  system  comes  up 
with? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  that  might  create  2  years  from  now  a  crisis  at- 
mosphere. The  funding  is  running  out  next  year. 

Mr.  Shoosiiax.  It  may  force  some  decisions  to  be  made  too. 

Mr.  Lloyd.  It  may  force  some  decisions  not  to  be  made.  As  we  have 
seen,  the  stress  of  the  funding  period  makes  public  broadcasting  very 
concerned  that  anyone  examine  their  future  direction  or  goals  or 
planning. 

We  believe  that  a  middle  ground  between  a  4-  and  5-year  authoriza- 
tion with  escalating  levels  and  a  2-year  authorization  is  one  which  says 
you  are  not  going  to  disappear.  You  can  have  confidence  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  that  the  President  and  Congress  believe  in  you,  and 
you  should  have  a  basic  amount  to  plan  5  years  in  advani*e.  But  you 
have  not  given  us  all  the  figures  we  needed,  all  the  data  we  need,  to 
really  set  those  amounts.  So  here  is  the  $200  million  base.  You  know 
that  is  the  authorized  level.  We  will  come  back  and  discuss  it.  We  can 
discuss  it  at  a  far  more  rational  level  of  discussion  than  if,  in  that 
year,  funding  runs  out  the  following  year.  If  there  is  a  known  $200 
million  base  for  the  next  year,  we  can  have  a  very  rational  discussion 
of  the  issues. 
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Mr.  SnoosiiAN.  I  will  close  my  (luostions  on  this  point,  and  J  thank 
the  chairman  for  being  so  indulgent  as  to  allow  me  to  pursue  this  line 
of  questioning. 

You  talk  about  stress.  If  you  read  what  has  been  said  in  the  ])ress 
over  the  last  year,  it  would  lead  you  to  believe  there  is  some  stress 
existent  in  the  system  right  now.  Yet,  before  this  committee  last  month, 
everyone  sat  around  the  table  and  said  everything  is  fine.  Don't  you 
take  a  chance,  Mr.  Lloyd,  that  by  locking  all  of  this  in  for  another  5 
years  and  delaying  these  kinds  of  decisions,  that  you  come  back  with  a 
system  plan  that  in  fact  says  everything  is  fine  the  way  it  is? 

Mr.  Lloyd.  I  think  you  always  take  risks  in  this  area.  I  think  that 
the  alternative  is  for  us  to.  very  concretely  and  in  detail,  try  to  write 
a  system  plan  for  these  independent  licensees.  I  believe  that  the  alter- 
native of  a  2-year  bill  is  directly  contrary  to  what  we  would  both  like 
to  achieve.  I  think  it  may  well  create  a  paranoid  atmosphere  that  will 
reject  any  attempt  at  constructive  change  and  constructive  planning. 

We  went  through  a  period  like  that,  and  public  broadcasting 
achieved  a  5-year  forward  base  planning  authorization.  I  think  to 
break  that  cycle  at  this  point  would  be  a  great  mistake.  We  do  not 
believe  we  are  delaying  these  decisions.  We  think  that  Congress  and 
the  administration  face  some  very  important  issues,  and  I  think  that 
we  have  gone  a  long  way  beyond  those  persons  who  appeared  before 
you  who  said  nothing  should  be  done,  simply  more  money. 

I  ,feel  we  have  put  forward  constructive  proposals  with  Congress. 
We  can  do  something  very,  very  substantial  early  next  year,  and  I 
think  we  will  be  delaying  only  those  decisions  that  it  is  appropriate 
to  delay.  AVe  can  discuss  that  further,  but  I  do  want  to  send  a  message 
that  the  President  feels  very  strongly.  We  should  send  public  broad- 
casting a  message  that  you  will  not  disappear,  that  we  can  have  this 
discussion  in  a  rational  manner,  and  your  base  of  future  funding  is 
going  to  be  there.  We  are  going  to  discuss  whether  it  should  be  in- 
creased, what  should  those  levels  be,  what  the  plan  is,  what  the  sys- 
tems look  like.  But  that  confidence  is  there. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Mr.  Gore,  have  you  any  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Gore.  Xo  further  questions,  Mr.  ChaiiTnan. 

Mr.  Vax  Deerlix.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Sachs, 
for  giving  us  this  insight.  That  concludes  the  briefing. 

[Whereupon,  at  12  :40  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned.] 
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